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EDITORIAL

Esteemed Readers,
This year could not come to a close any sooner.

A year that brought the world to a standstill, all at once sparing no one. It
began with the catastrophic bushfire in a diminutive area of the world followed
by the deadly Corona Virus outbreak which quickly engulfed the world
contaminating over 82.6 million people and taking away over 1.8 million lives.
The period of the last twelve months is one that will be forever etched in history
as one of the darkest periods of mankind and will remain in the memories of
every single human being on this planet. Not only will it remain in the memories
of the ones who lost their loved ones and lived through it, but for all future
generations as well.

As this year draws to a close, in many ways it is a relief to bid adieu to the
upheaval of 2020. It is not just the end of a year but also the culmination of a
decade of 2020. Thus, besides the controversy as to when a decade begins
and ends, we may revive that we were fortuitous to have an opportunity of
celebrating the sesquicentennial birth anniversary of three great men of our
country viz. Rabindranath Tagore (1861), Swami Vivekananda (1863) and
Mahatma Gandhi (1869) in the decade of 2020. These men of honour have left
footprints in the legacy of their insight defining the very form of their medium,
like art & culture, spirituality and truthfulness. The lessons these great men
chose to seek has helped us spring into action in adverse situations and will
continue to inspire us.

As we flip the pages of the calendar to a new year, we should recognize
the opportunities that lie before us. With ingenuity, creativity and hard work,
we rose to the challenges of a completely different year of experiments,
innovations and inclusions from an academic institution. The pandemic
continues to be the cause of change in various methodologies we have
employed throughout the years. We are living in the age of information, where
anyone who has the drive to learn can access that information conveniently,
like never before. Despite the pandemic having the potential of being a
devastating blow to the format of traditional learning, we were able to overcome
the obstacles posed by the epidemic by tapping into the multitudinous prowess
that information technology has to offer to us and conduct the programmes
through online modes. The attempt was considered to be a resounding success
after overwhelming feedback from the participants.
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The Academy, during this year organized 34 educational and training
programmes for the Judges of the District Judiciary as well as other
stakeholders out of which 23 programmes were conducted online and through
other modes of telecommunication. In all, 2462 Judges participated in these
programmes wherein 1954 Judges attended the programmes online. The
Academy in its maiden venture, imparted training to 40 Bangladesh Judges.
Also conducted workshops for the Advocates, Panel Lawyers and training
programmes for the ministerial staff of the District Judiciary at District
Headquarters.

The herculean changes made this year in the way we train our Judges
could have only witnessed the success it does today with the efforts of the
participants at their end in enforcing these changes with the level of precision
and accuracy that could only be exhibited by people welcoming of change. We
appreciate the contribution of everyone who was involved in this mode of judicial
education and training. We were fortunate enough to have our Hon’ble Judges
as Resource Persons in the various training courses conducted by the
Academy as well as Resource Persons from other fields throughout the year
including the disarrayed period of the pandemic. We express our earnest
gratitude to them.

Apart from these academic activities, the Academy has made
achievements in the field of infrastructural development too. Regional Centre
at Gwalior and the renovated Academic Block and Library “Gyan Sagar” were
inaugurated during this year. Work of the new complex of State Judicial Academy
has also been set in motion. We note and honour the efforts of all personnel
who have helped us through this year.

‘The end’ is an interesting phrase, that means what you will make it mean.
Where there is despair, let 2021 bring joy, where there is darkness, let there
be light and where there is sorrow, let it bring hope. Because hope never dies;
it stays with you even in the bleakest of times. If the slogan of 2020 was to stay
safe, an appropriate slogan for 2021 should be to stay determined. Take heart;
slowly but surely, the pandemic will fade away, so let’'s welcome 2021 warmly.
We wish you a year of engagement in the great causes, shared with and
bolstered by all of us.

| hope the New Year brings good health, happiness and good fortune.

Ramkumar Choubey
Director
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GLIMPSES OF INAUGURATION OF RENOVATED
ACADEMIC BLOCK AND LIBRARY ‘GYAN SAGAR’
(26.11.2020)

Hon'ble Shri Justice Sanjay Yadav, Acting Chief Justice, High Court of Madhya Pradesh
addressing the august gathering
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GLIMPSES OF SECOND PHASE INDUCTION COURSE (2020 BATCH)
CONDUCTED ONLINE
(02.11.2020 - 28.11.2020)

INTRODUCTION

It is the discretion which converts
pleasure of administering law info
the charm of delivering justice.

- Lord Denning

Cr. A. No. 730 of 2020

Rajnesh v. Neha & ors., 4* Nov, 2020

Hon’ble Apex Court

Detail guidelines has been issued & law of

Maintenance has been discussed.

Participants at different District Headquarters
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GLIMPSES OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMES
CONDUCTED ONLINE

Juvenile Justice (Care & Protection of Children) Act, 2015
(28.11.2020)

Forest Laws
(05.12.2020)

¥ o ’ 4 L W— :
First Refresher Course (2018 Batch) (Group 1)
(07.12.2020 — 11.12.2020)
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GLIMPSES OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMES
CONDUCTED ONLINE

First Refrer Course (2018 Batch) (Group 2)
(15.12.2020 — 18.12.2020)

Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989
(19.12.2020)

' II !J*:.

"T .7"4 3 HH" "'47:{” =
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N.D.PS. Act, 1985
(19.12.2020)
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OBITUARY
HON'BLE MISS JUSTICE VANDANA KASREKAR

Hon'ble Miss Justice Vandana Kasrekar was born on
10" July, 1960 in the family of agriculturist in village
Nanod, Tehsil & District Indore, Madhya Pradesh. After
completing education, enrolled as an Advocate of M.P.
State Bar Council and practiced under the able guidance
| of Hon'ble Shri Justice V.S. Kokje till July, 1990 and
thereafter, under Hon'ble Shri Justice S.S. Samvatsar and
Shri G.M. Chapekar. Practiced on Civil and Constitutional
matters at High Court of Madhya Pradesh, Bench at Indore. Took oath as
Additional Judge of the High Court of Madhya Pradesh on 25" October,
2014 and Permanent Judge on27" February, 2016.

During Her Ladyship's tenure in the High Court of Madhya Pradesh,
rendered valuable services as Judge and also as Member of the High Court
Training Committee as well as other Committees of the High Court.

She left for her heavenly abode on 13" December, 2020, while in
service.
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ADDRESS BY HON'BLE THE ACTING CHIEF JUSTICE*

At the outset, | extend my best wishes of ‘Samvidhan Diwas’.

On this day 71 years ago, WE, THE PEOPLE OF INDIA, SOLEMNLY
RESOLVED to constitute India into a SOVEREIGN, SOCIALIST, SECULAR,
DEMOCRATIC, REPUBLIC with the commitment to secure to all its citizens:

JUSTICE, social, economic and political;

LIBERTY of thought, expression, belief, faith and worship;
EQUALITY of status and of opportunity;

and to promote among them all

FRATERNITY assuring the dignity of the individual and the unity and integrity
of the Nation.

| wish that this dynamic and ever-growing Constitution will continue to
enlighten my countrymen to be righteous and to move on the right path with all
diversities to attain a United One. So that, the dream of Unity in Diversity is
attained. And country march on towards new heights.

As to our Judicial Academy, with a humble beginning in a single court room
in the High Court in April 1994, we have travelled a long way to have a state of
art building equipped with all modern amenities, an Institution could ever need.

Over the course of 26 years, we have been able to set milestone with
significant overhaul in the judicial training. In these years, in addition to
infrastructural progress, we have added a diverse set of training courses to
facilitate rapidly growing judicial environment. Qualitative legal education and
training is being attained with innovative courses.

While unveiling renovated Academic Block and Library ‘Gyan Sagar’, | was
instantly reminded of Francis Bacon’s essay “Of Studies”, He writes,

“Studies serve for delight, for ornament, and for ability. Their
chief use for delight, is in privateness and retiring; for
ornament, is in discourse; and for ability, is in the judgment,
and disposition of business. For expert men can execute,
and perhaps judge of particulars, one by one; but the
general counsels, and the plots and marshalling of affairs,
come best, from those that are learned.”

He further writes that, “Crafty men contemn studies, simple men admire
them, and wise men use them; for they teach not their own use; but that is a
wisdom without them, and won by observation”.

*  Text of the Address of Hon’ble Shri Justice Sanjay Yadav, Acting Chief Justice, High Court
of Madhya Pradesh and Patron MPSJA on the occasion of inauguration of renovated
Academic Block and Library ‘Gyan Sagar’ on 26.11.2020 at MPSJA, Jabalpur
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And, with the hope that wise men of the Academy will ensure that these Books
are read “not to contradict and confute; nor to believe and take for granted; nor to
find talk and discourse; but to weigh and consider”, i wish you all better future.

Thank You

Jai Hind
°

egql fdvaey Srra: gfaesT |
dl® efifss gorr suayf=i/
gHor grgaggerfd |
ed ud gfafisay |
aHIgH uvHT daqi~a |

Dharma constitutes the foundation of all affairs in the World.
People respect those who adhere to Dharma. Dharma insulates
(man) against sinful thoughts. Everything in this world is founded
on Dharma. Dharma therefore, is considered supreme.

[Taittiriyopanishad — Jnanasandhana Nirupanam — vide Sasvara
Vedamantra p. 128]
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EXERCISE OF JURISDICTION DURING INVESTIGATION
VIS-A-VIS ON FILING OF CHARGE SHEET

— By Mamta Jain

Special Judge [SC/ST (PA) Act]

Sidhi

This article deals with a situation where police has registered an FIR
mentioning certain offences but on production of case diary during investigation
before a Judicial Magistrate or upon final report submitted u/s 173 (2) of the Code
of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (in short- CrPC), it appears to such Judicial Magistrate
that some other offence has also been committed, whether he may direct the
police to add such offence and investigate accordingly in case of pending
investigation and may take cognizance and proceed further in case of final report.

Cognizance

The expression “cognizance” means a Court or a Magistrate takes judicial
notice of an offence with a view to initiate proceedings in respect of such offence.
In other words, it occurs as soon as the Court or Magistrate applies mind to the
alleged commission of an offence. Taking of cognizance is thus a sine qua non or a
condition precedent for holding a trial. Section 190(1) CrPC contains the provision
for cognizance of offences by the Magistrates and it provides three ways by which
such cognizance can be taken which are reproduced hereunder: (a) upon receiving
a complaint of facts which constitute such offence; (b) upon a police report in writing
of such facts, that is, facts constituting the offence-made by any police officer;
(c) upon information received from any person other than a police officer or upon
the Magistrate’s own knowledge or suspicion that such offence has been
committed”. Hon’ble Supreme Court in State of Gujarat v. Girish Radhakrishnan
Varde, AIR 2014 SC 620 has made certain observations in this regard.

Complaint case

In case of complaint, a Judicial Magistrate can take cognizance u/s
190(1)(a) CrPC In such matters, it is open to the Magistrate to direct investigation
u/s 156(3) CrPC A Magistrate has full authority to conduct an inquiry into the
complaint and thereafter arrive at a conclusion that for which offences cognizance
to be taken despite of sections of offences mentioned in the complaint. Legal
position in this regard has been summarized in Tularam v. Kishore Singh, AIR
1977 SC 2410 as follows:

“1. Where a Magistrate chooses to take cognizance he can
adopt any of the following alternatives:

(a) He can peruse the complaint and if satisfied that there
are sufficient grounds for proceeding he can straightway
issue process to the accused but before he does so he
must comply with the requirements of Section 200 and
record the evidence of the complainant or his witnesses.
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(b) The Magistrate can postpone the issue of process and
direct an enquiry by himself.

(c) The Magistrate can postpone the issue of process and
direct an enquiry by any other person or an investigation
by the police.

2. In case the Magistrate after considering the statement of
the complainant and the witnesses or as a result of the
investigation and the enquiry ordered is not satisfied that
there are sufficient grounds for proceeding he can dismiss
the complaint.”

The statutory scheme contained in section 156(3) CrPC has been dealt with
in detail in the case of Vinubhai Haribhai Malaviya and ors. v. State of Gujarat and
anr., AIR 2019 SC 5233.

Police case

Whenever a cognizable offence comes to the notice of an Officer-in-charge
of a Police Station, it is obligatory to register FIR u/s 154 CrPC. However, if the
offence complained of is a non-cognizable one, then in compliance with section
155 (1) CrPC, the police officer mentioned this fact in diary and refers the
informant to the concerned Judicial Magistrate. Hon’ble the Supreme Court in
Lalita Kumari’s case reported in (2014) 2 SCC 1 has laid down the legal prepositions
in this regard. After registration of the FIR, the investigation is conducted by
police authorities in terms of procedure prescribed under Chapter Xll of CrPC
The proceedings initiated from registration of FIR comes to an end with the
filing of final report or charge sheet u/s 173 (2) CrPC A Magistrate can take
cognizance u/s 190 (1)(b) CrPC upon a police report.

Jurisdictional aspect

The role of the Magistrate may also begin during the course of an
investigation when accused is being produced for remand, applications for bail
or for interim custody of property are filed etc. The Magistrate may, subject to
the provisions of section 167 CrPC authorized in detention irrespective of
jurisdiction to try the case, and if he has no jurisdiction to try the case or commit
it for trial and considers further detention unnecessary, he may order the accused
to be forwarded to a Magistrate having such jurisdiction. For example; if any
case is registered under NDPS Act, the Magistrate is not empowered to authorise
the detention for more than first 15 days. In such matters, the Magistrate has
jurisdiction to direct the police to get further remand from the Special Court
concerned.

In the case of Abhinandan Jha and ors. v. Dinesh Mishra, AIR 1968 SC 117,
Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the entire scheme of Chapter XIV clearly
indicates that the formation of the opinion, as to whether or not there is a case
to place the accused for trial, is that of the Officer-in-charge of the police station
and no doubt, it is open to the Magistrate to accept or disagree with the opinion
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of the police but he cannot compel the police to form a particular opinion, on the
investigation, and to submit a report, according to such opinion. In the case of
S.N. Sharma v. Bipen Kumar Tiwari, AIR 1970 SC 786 it has been observed that a
Magistrate cannot control the power of police to investigate into cognizable
offences. However, such powers of investigation are not uncontrolled and, the
police do not have unfettered and unlimited discretion in that regard. Where
non-interference would result in miscarriage of justice, interference by the Court
is permissible u/s 156 (3) CrPC which provides for a check by the Magistrate on
the police performing its duty under Chapter XIl CrPC. In the case of Union of
India v. Prakash P. Hinduja and anr., (2003) 6 SCC 195, it has been held that in
cases where the Magistrate on an application u/s 156(3) CrPC is satisfied that
proper investigation has not been done by the officer-in-charge of the concerned
police station, he can certainly direct the officer-in-charge of the police station
to make a proper investigation and can further monitor the same, though he
should not himself investigate.

In the case of Sakiri Vasu v. State of U.P. and Ors., AIR 2008 SC 907 it has
been held that if an application u/s 156(3) CrPC is filed before the Magistrate,
the Magistrate can direct the FIR to be registered and can also direct a proper
investigation to be made in a case, and according to the aggrieved person where
no proper investigation was made. The Magistrate can also monitor the investigation
to ensure a proper investigation. Hon’ble Supreme Court has taken the same
view in a recent case of M. Subramaniam v. S. Janaki, 2020 SCC OnLine SC 341.

The question “whether after a charge sheet is filed by the police the
Magistrate has power to order further investigation, and if so, up to what stage
of a criminal proceeding” was discussed by Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case
of Vinubhai (supra). After referring to a number of Judgment on the point, three
Judges Bench of Hon’ble the Supreme Court overruled the law laid down in the
cases of Amrutbhai Shambhubhai Patel v. Sumanbhai Kantibhai Patel and Ors.,
AIR 2017 SC 774, Athul Rao v. State of Karnataka and Anr., AIR 2017 SC 4021 and
Bikash Ranjan Rout v. State through the Secretary (Home), Government of NCT of
Delhi, AIR 2019 SC 2002, wherein it was held that further investigation cannot be
ordered by Magistrate at post cognizance stage. In Vinubhai (supra), it has
been held that the Magistrate’s power u/s 156(3) CrPC is very wide and Article
21 of the Constitution of India mandates that all powers necessary, which may
also be incidental or implied, are available to the Magistrate to ensure a proper
investigation which indubitably would include the ordering of further investigation
after a report is received by him u/s 173(2) CrPC and which power would continue
to exist in such Magistrate at all stages of the criminal proceedings until the trial
itself commences.

Therefore, it is clear that a Magistrate has power u/s 156 (3) CrPC to ensure
a proper investigation but his jurisdiction to interfere in investigation is limited. If
the Magistrate finds that non-interference will cause miscarriage of justice, he
may interfere in the investigation to that extent under the powers given in section
156 (3) CrPC.
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The question, if the Magistrate, at the stage of taking cognizance, is of the
view that the investigating authorities have failed in their duty by not including
the appropriate sections of the IPC or of any other Special Act, which is/are
prima facie made out or indicated from the facts of the FIR or the charge-sheet,
then whether the police can be directed or ordered by the Magistrate to fill this
lacuna or the Magistrate can refuse to take cognizance on the charge-sheet
and return the same for presentation to the Special Court or any other Court
straightaway even though the offence/s shown in the charge-sheet is/are triable
by the Court of Judicial Magistrate?

In Minu Kumari v. State of Bihar, (2006) 4 SCC 359, Supreme Court explained
the powers that are vested in a Magistrate upon filing of final report in terms of
S.173 (2)(i) CrPC and the kind of orders that the Magistrate/Court can pass.
Supreme Court held that when a report is filed before a Magistrate, he may
either accept the report and take cognizance of the offences and issue process; or
may disagree with the report and drop the proceeding; or may direct further
investigation and require the police to make a further report. A Magistrate does
not have any power to return the charge-sheet for filing the same in any other
Court.

Some special statutes provide for the establishment of Special Courts for
the trial of offences under those statutes. Some of those special statutes lay
down special procedure relating to the investigation, cognizance, trial etc. Subject
to the enabling provisions of any such special statutes, Special Courts may take
cognizance of the offence without the accused being committed to it for trial.
For example; POCSO Act, NDPS Act, SC/ST (PA) Act etc. However, there is no
provision in these Acts that such Special Courts alone can take cognizance of
an offence punishable under the said Acts. Since, such Special Courts are
deemed to be a Court of Sessions, the provisions of the Code are applicable to
it. As per provisions of the Code, the Court of Magistrate is competent to take
cognizance of any offence even though the offence may be triable by a Court of
Sessions. The Magistrate after taking cognizance of the offences can always
commit the case for trial to the Sessions Court or the Special Court, if it appears
to the Magistrate on the basis of the facts of FIR or case diary that an offence
triable by the Sessions Court or the Special Court is made out in addition to or
in place of the offence(s) registered by the police. There is no legal prohibition
in law in this regard.

If the police has filed the charge-sheet only under the offence/s triable by
the Magistrate and the Magistrate finds that offence triable by a Special Court is
also made out for which he does not have the jurisdiction to try, then after taking
cognizance and compliance of section 207 CrPC he may commit the case to the
Special Court by taking aid of the provisions of section 209 CrPC. Apart from
that, if the Magistrate at the stage of framing charges, after hearing both the
parties and considering all the documents of the prosecution, finds that the
offence is triable by Sessions Court or any Special Court, even then he is free
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to commit the case to the Session Court or Special Court. At that stage
simultaneously, the accused also has the liberty to put his submission for not
making out any offence triable by Sessions Court or Special Court depending
upon the material collected during investigation. Under sections 209 and 323
CrPC a Magistrate is empowered to commit the case to a Court of Sessions.
Same position applies for offences triable by Special Courts where the Magistrate
finds that the police authorities have erred to add any additional offence triable
by any Special Court or omitted to add any offence triable by any Special Court.
The Magistrate cannot straightaway direct the laying of charge-sheet before
the Special Court on the pretext that the offence is triable by the Special Court
and thereby refuse to take the charge-sheet. In the case of A. Subhaschandra
Bose v. State of A.P. and anr, 1973 CrLJ 503, it has been held that a Magistrate
cannot return a charge sheet once it is filed in the Court.

The issue has also been dealt in the case of Ashish Kumar v. State of UP
and another, 2015 Cr.L.J. 3552, wherein the order of the Magistrate for returning
the charge-sheet for filing the same before the Special Court of POCSO cases
was held to be improper.

Conclusion

From the above discourse, it can be concluded that in a case is based on
the FIR u/s 154 CrPC, it is the investigating agency of the police which alone
has the statutory right to carry on investigation in terms of procedure prescribed
under Chapter XlI of the CrPC and the Magistrate cannot control the power of
the police to investigate into a cognizable offences. However, after submission
of the charge-sheet, the Magistrate while forming an opinion as to whether it is
a fit case for taking cognizance and committing the matter for trial, does not
have any power to return the charge-sheet only on the ground that the police
has erred in not including the offence(s) which is/are triable by the Special Court,
in the charge-sheet. If the police has not registered the case under any offence
which is exclusively triable by the Sessions Court or by the Special Court, then
the Magistrate is empowered to commit the case to the Sessions Court or to the
Special Court, as the case may be, by taking aid of the provisions of section 209
CrPC but it is permissible only after taking cognizance.

Similarly, where the Magistrate is of the same view at the stage of framing
of charges or at any further stage, he can then as well commit the case to the
Sessions Court or to the Special Court by taking aid of the provisions of section
323 CrPC.
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BAR OF SUBSEQUENT SUIT UNDER ORDER 2 RULE 2 CPC

— By Tajinder Singh Ajmani
0.S.D., MPSJA

Object

Order 2 Rule 2 CPC is based on the cardinal principle that defendant should
not be vexed twice for the same cause. It requires the unity of all claims based
on the same cause of action in one suit. It does not contemplate unity of distinct
and separate cause of action; this rule consists of three different situations; (i)
Rule 2(1) is premised on the foundation that the whole of the claim which a
plaintiff is entitled to make in respect of a cause of action must be included
(however, it is open to the plaintiff to relinquish any portion of the claim); (ii) The
mandate of Rule 2(2) is that a plaintiff who omits to sue in respect of or
intentionally relinquishes any portion of the claim, shall not afterwards be entitled
to sue in respect of the portion omitted or relinquished (but it is equally necessary
to note that Rule 2(2) does not postulate the grant of leave); (iii) Rule 2(3)
stipulates that a person who is entitled to more than one relief in respect of the
same cause of action may sue for all or any of such reliefs. The leave of the
Court will obviate the consequence which arises under Rule 2(3). In the absence
of leave being sought and granted, a plaintiff would be barred from subsequently
suing for the relief which has been omitted in the first instance.

Essential elements

In order that a plea of a bar under Order 2 Rule 2(3) CPC should succeed,
the defendant who raises the plea must make out —

(a) that the second suit is in respect of the same cause of action as that
on which the previous suit is based;

(b) thatin respect of that cause of action the plaintiff was entitled to more
than one relief in previous suit.

(c) that being thus entitled to more than one relief, the plaintiff without
leave obtained from the Court omitted to sue for the relief for which
the second suit has been filed.

Test to be applied

Order 2 Rule 2 CPC has been dealt with in several judgments. Privy Council
in Mohd. Khaleel Khan v. Mahbub Ali Mia, AIR 1949 PC 78 pointed out what shall
be the correct test for applying this principle. Recently a three judge bench of
Supreme Court in Varimi Pullarao S/o Satyanarayana v. Vermari Vyankata Radharani
w/o0 Dhankoteshwar Rao and anr., AIR 2020 SC 395 referred these tests again;
given as follows:

(i) The correct test in cases falling under Order 2 Rule 2 is
whether the claim in the new suit is in fact founded upon a
cause of action distinct from that which was the foundation
for the former suit.
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(i) The cause of action means every fact which will be
necessary for the plaintiff to prove if traversed in order to
support his right to the judgment.

(iii) If the evidence to support the two claims is different, then
the causes of action are also different.

(iv) The causes of action in the two suits may be considered to
be the same if in substance they are identical.

(v) The cause of action has no relation whatever to the defence
that may be set up by the defendant, nor does it depend
upon the character of the relief prayed for by the plaintiff. It
refers to the media upon which the plaintiff asks the court
to arrive at a conclusion in his favour.

How it to be proved

Hon’ble Supreme Court in Gurbax Singh v. Bhooralal, AIR 1964 SC 1810,
(Constitution Bench) while considering the issue of Order 2 Rule 2 CPC held that:

“... As the plea is a technical bar it has to be established
satisfactorily and cannot be presumed merely on basis of
inferential reasoning. It is for this reason that we consider
that a plea of a bar under Order 2 Rule 2 of the Civil
Procedure Code can be established only if the defendant
files in evidence the pleadings in the previous suit and
thereby proves to the Court the identity of the cause of
action in the two suits. Without the plaint in the previous
suit being on the record, a plea of a bar under Order 2
Rule 2 of the Civil Procedure Code was not maintainable.”

“... We consider that a plea under Order 2 Rule 2 of the
Civil Procedure Code cannot be made out except on proof
of the plaint in the previous suit the filing of which is said to
create the bar. As the plea is basically founded on the
identity of the cause of action in the two suits the defence
which raises the bar has necessarily to establish the cause
of action in the previous suit. The cause of action would be
the facts which the plaintiff had then alleged to support the
right to the relief that he claimed. Without placing before
the Court, the plaint in which those facts were alleged, the
defendant cannot invite the Court to speculate or infer by
a process of deduction what those facts might be with
reference to the reliefs which were then claimed.”

Again in the case of Alka Gupta v. Narendra Kumar Gupta, AIR 2011 SC 9 the
Supreme Court relying on the ratio laid down by the Constitution Bench in Gurbax
Singh (supra) has held that unless the defendant pleads the bar under Order 2
Rule 2 and an issue is framed focusing the parties on that bar to the suit, obviously
the court cannot examine or reject a suit on that ground. The pleadings in the
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earlier suit should be exhibited or marked by consent or at least admitted by
both parties. The plaintiff should have an opportunity to explain or demonstrate
that the second suit was based on a different cause of action. Further, while
considering whether a second suit by a party is barred by Order 2 Rule 2, all
that is required to be seen is whether the reliefs claimed in both suits arose
from the same cause of action.

When suit is barred: few illustrations

Where the cause of action in the first suit was the desire of the plaintiff to
separate from his brothers and to divide the joint family property that suit
embraced the entire property without any reservation and was compromised,
the plaintiff having abandoned his claim to account in respect of other business.
Subsequent suit was filed to enforce a part of the claim which was abandoned
in the first suit. In this situation, a Three Judge Bench of the Supreme Court in
Shankar Sitaram Sontakke and anr. v. Balkrishna Sitaram Sontakke and ors., AIR
1954 SC 352 held that on the same cause of action which plaintiff deliberately
relinquished, the suit was barred under Order 2, Rule 2(3) CPC.

In Van Vibhag Karmchari Griha Nirman Sahakari Sanstha Maryadit (Regd.) v.
Ramesh Chander and ors., 2010 AIR SCW 6761 where appellant a Co-operative
Housing Society entered into agreement to sell with respondent vendor
and no date was fixed for performance in the agreement for sale entered
between the parties and when by notice respondent had made his intentions
clear about refusing the performance of the agreement and cancelled the
agreement, the limitation of three years for seeking relief of specific
performance would start running from that date and as appellant filed suit
for declaration of title and injunction and omitted to include relief of specific
performance, the Apex Court held that

“It would amount to relinquishment of claim of specific performance the suit
filed by appellant, therefore, would be hit by the provisions of Order 2
Rule 2 CPC”

In M/s Virgo Industries (Eng.) Private Limited v. M/s Venturetech Solutions
Private Limited, (2013) 1 SCC 625 facts of the case that two sale agreements
were executed by the defendant in favour of the plaintiff in respect of two
plots. In the suit filed by the plaintiff for injunction, it was pleaded that the
defendant is attempting to frustrate the agreement and transferring the
suit property to third parties. Applying the principle of Order 2 Rule 2, the
Supreme Court held that prior to filing of first set of suits, plaintiff was well
aware of intention of defendant that he would not honour said agreement to
sell and that fact was also brought out in first set of suits. Therefore, cause of
action for filing first suit’s relief of permanent injunction also furnished, cause
of action for relief of specific performance, as cause of action for both the
set of suits, subsequent set of suits were not maintainable. It has also
been held that Order 2 Rule 2 will not only apply where first suit is disposed
of but also where second suit is filed during the pendency of first suit, if the
cause of action in the later suit is the same as in the former suit.
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Where first suit for recovery of amount was filed against bank and its officers
towards letter of credit while subsequent suit claiming damages was filed
against bank for withdrawing credit facility on these facts in State Bank of
India v. Gracure Pharmaceuticals Ltd., AIR 2014 SC 731 it has been held that
no fresh cause of action arose in between the first suit and the second
suit. Therefore, subsequent suit is barred by Order 2, Rule 2.

In M/s. Raptakos, Brett and Co. Ltd. v. M/s. Ganesh Property, AIR 2017 SC 4574
earlier suit for ejection of lessee from suit property and mesne profits,
attaining finality with direction to lessee to vacate premises with payment
of occupation charges as fixed. Subsequent suit claiming mesne profits for
very same period during which fixed amount paid by lessee and accepted
by lessor without objection, it has been held that suit is not maintainable.

When suit is not barred: few illustrations

In Sidramappa v. Rajashetty, AIR 1970 SC 1059, it has been observed by the
Supreme Court that if the cause of action on the basis of which the previous
suit was brought, does not form the foundation of the subsequent suit and
in the earlier suit, the plaintiff could not have claimed the relief which he
sought in the subsequent suit, the latter namely, the subsequent suit, will
not be barred by the rule contained in Order 2, Rule 2, CPC.

A Three Judge Bench of the Supreme Court in Arjun Lal Gupta and anr. v.
Mriganka Mohan Sur and ors., AIR 1975 SC 207 held that failure of the
defendants to carry out terms of compromise decree constituting a part of
cause of action in subsequent suit, the bar of O. 2 R. 2 is not attracted.

Former suit filed by plaintiff for declaration that he was lessee and for
injunction restraining defendants from interfering with his possession of
suit property. Dismissal of the suit on technical ground that plaintiff was no
more in possession of suit property and a suit for mere declaration cannot
lie. On the basis of given facts Supreme Court in Inaclo Martines (Deceased)
through LRs. v. Narayan Hari Naik and ors., AIR 1993 SC 1756 held that since
question of status of plaintiff as lessee was not decided in earlier suit,
subsequent suit not barred by 0.2 R. 2(3).

Suit for eviction on the ground of bona fide need and sub-letting in which
arrears of rent not claimed, finding given by Court on issue of arrears
which was not an issue before Court, in that situation the Apex Court in
Rikabdas A. Oswal v. M/s. Deepak Jewellers and ors., 1999 AIR SCW 4731 laid
down that subsequent suit for eviction cannot be barred by O. 2 R. 2(3).

In Deva Ram and anr. v. Ishwar Chand and anr., 1995 AIR SCW 4210 facts of
the case that previous suit was filed for recovery of a sum, as sale-price of
the land which was dismissed with the finding that the document on which
the suit was filed was not a sale deed but was a mere agreement for sale
and, therefore, the amount in question could not be recovered as sale-
price. The subsequent suit was brought by the plaintiffs for recovery of
possession on the ground that they were the owners of the land in suit and
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were consequently entitled to recover its possession. It has been held that
the cause of action in the subsequent suit was, therefore, entirely different.

Where first suit filed to enforce bank guarantee, then after second suit
filed to claim damages for breach of contract relating to which bank
guarantee was given. It has been observed by the Supreme Court in State
of Maharashtra and anr. v. M/s National Construction Company, Bombay and
anr., AIR 1996 SC 2367 that relief sought in first suit based on different
cause of action from that upon which relief in subsequent suit was founded
therefore, subsequent suit not hit by O. 2 R. 2.

In Bengal Waterproof Ltd. v. Bombay Waterproof Mfg. Co., AIR 1997 SC 1398
where the first suit was based on infringement of plaintiff’s trade mark,
second suit was on the continuing act or infringement of its trade mark and
continuous passing of action subsequent to filing of the earlier suit, it was
held that in the case of continuing or recurring wrong there would be
corresponding continuing or recurring causes of action which were different
in two suits. As such the bar of Order 2 Rule 2 is not attracted.

In Alka Gupta (supra) the cause of action for the first suit was non-payment
of price under the agreement of sale dated 29.06.2004, whereas the cause
of action for the second suit was non-settling of accounts of a dissolved
ownership constituted under deed dated 05.04.2000. It was held that merely
because the agreement of sale related to an immovable property at Rohini
and the business run therein under the name of ‘Takshila Institute’ and the
second suit referred to a partnership in regard to business run at Pachhim
Vihar, New Delhi, also under the same name of Takshila Institute, it cannot
be assumed that the two suits relate to the same cause of action.

In Dr. Amit Kumar v. Dr. Sonila and ors., AIR 2018 SC 5312 at the time of
divorce by mutual consent of parties where custody of minor children laid
with husband. It has been held by the Apex Court that merely because of
performing of second marriage, husband cannot be deprived of his legal
right of custody. Wife relinquishing her rights to claim custody at the time
of decree of divorce, cannot subsequently claim for custody after divorce.

In Shivnarayan (D) by L.Rs. v. Maniklal (D) Thr. L.Rs. and ors., AIR 2019 SC
(Supp) 996 it has been pointed out that sub-clause (1) of Order 2, Rule 3
provides that plaintiff may unite in the same suit several causes of action
against the same defendant, or the same defendants jointly, if there are
different set of defendants who have different causes of actions, principle
does not apply.

Difference between Order 2 Rule 2 and Res judicata

In Alka Gupta (supra) distinction between res judicata under section 11 and

Order 2 Rule CPC has been pointed out in the following manner:

“Res judicata means a thing adjudicated’ that is an issue
that is finally settled by judicial decision. Constructive res
judicata deals with grounds of attack and defence which
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ought to have been raised, but not raised, whereas Order
2, Rule 2 of the Code relates to reliefs which ought to have
been claimed on the same cause of action but not claimed.
But the High Court (both the trial bench and appellate
bench) have erroneously assumed that a plea of res judicata
would include a plea of bar under Order 2, Rule 2 CPC. Res
judicata relates to the plaintiff’s duty to put forth all the
grounds of attack in support of his claim, whereas Order 2,
Rule 2 CPC requires the plaintiff to claim all reliefs flowing
from the same cause of action in a single suit. The two
pleas are different, and one will not include the other.”

Conclusion

Based on the aforementioned discussion, statutory scheme under Order 2

Rule 2 CPC may be summarised as under:

(1)

The correct test in cases falling under Order 2 Rule 2 is whether the claim
in the new suit is in fact found upon a cause of action distinct from that
which was the foundation for the former suit. If the evidence to support the
two claims is different, then the causes of action are also different.

In order to attract the applicability of the bar enunciated under Order 2
Rule 2, the cause of action on which the subsequent claim is found ought
to have arisen to the plaintiff when enforcement of the first claim was sought
before the Court.

As the plea is a technical bar, it has to be established satisfactorily and
cannot be presumed merely on the basis of inferential reasoning without
the plaint in the previous suit being on the record, a plea of a bar under
0. 2 R. 2 is not maintainable.

Unless the defendant pleads the bar under Order 2 Rule 2 and an issue is
framed focusing the parties on that bar to the suit, obviously the court
cannot examine or reject a suit on that ground. The pleadings in the earlier
suit should be exhibited or marked by consent or at least admitted by both
parties. The plaintiff should have an opportunity to explain or demonstrate
that the second suit was based on a different cause of action.

Order 2 Rule 2 will not only apply where first suit is disposed of but also
where second suit is filed during the pendency of first suit, if the cause of
action in the later suit is the same as in the former suit.

Further, while considering whether a second suit is barred by Order 2,
Rule 2, all that is required to be seen is whether the reliefs claimed in both
suits arose from the same cause of action.
The rule requires the unity of all claims based on the same cause of action
in one suit. It does not contemplate unity of distinct and separate causes
of action. If, therefore, the subsequent suit is based on a different cause
of action, the rule will not operate as a bar.
)
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IR BT IWA : pfaua anieeff fafse fRigra

R HAR AT
AR retm ~aramefier, AT
U yfthar wfedr, 1973 (Feg § — “\fRAT) @ aRT 320 H SIREN & IHA BT
U fHa AT 8 | €RT 320 B SUURT (1) H <ATATAT BT AN & 6997 iR Iu&IRT
(2) H IRITer BT Yd AN W IAA B S Hepel dlel, WRA qUS WiEdl & AT
TUSHRI TR B Gl I & forg e Al & Iooi & AT ARV # & T8 2|
AR TR & GURUT UG U] & IURT SULRT (3) # ¥ §91¢ ¢ & AT &
IR GUS HiZdT &I 9RT 34 G 149 & ST HA: AR AR g FHAI IGaW &
SRIRYT # fhA Y RN BT 99 AFT ST AT 2 | SUIRT (4) § TR 3R
fapafae @ IR I T s o1 <20 A fAfde ufaf i gRT TR 3 o v
Iy fhy U F | SYURT (5) T (6) H we famwel gud 5y T <marerd, dd
ST R YARIET0T wfddqal & AN H§ ST ey iR W ARed & |He
STORTY T fhT ST Wbl & UTaRIT € | SUERT (7) W g4 SIVRIE! & wRoT afefd gvs i
I 1 foh & U | TUSHIT IR ®f M & STAFY 91T AT & | SURT (8) &
ITTAR TF BT YT SISHfAT 81T | STafds IUeIRT (9) H Fee foam 3 & o SUeT (1)
g (2) & AR # aftfq sruRTel & IrelTar 3T BT IR, STd dd foh fal fafsy # s
& 99T T BN, YEE IR S8 8T

HeH Afad @1 AR A 2 IEA B, AAS:

SURT (4) H @%@ R fAgpafaa @1 AR ¥ dor gde @1 sen H fafdew
IR §RT TR THA B & U fhy MY 2 | 37ch: ST MMda URd IR &1 & 4
HIIET BT ¥ AeTH BIFT IS © | ST8l ¥ Bg e A BT Jcg Bl TS & 79 IqDI
faftres ufaffer sroRTer s &) v 7 | fafdes afafAifdr @ o fafaer ufsear wfear,
1908 @1 &RT 2(11) &1 g © | $HD d8d d8 AlK Il Hadb Bl HUGT H SIAGTSI Bl
2 3R IHS WM W a8 o T 8 R FTH HUST UeThR & 71 & a8 AN 83
2 98 afq amar 2|

JTdSA Yof 9 GAd ¢d Wo8ar y¥ga fHar o

IR 6T T ® f 98 I8 < & I Afdd IuRTeT ¥\= &< R8T & 8 {9
el %, 3919 AT ATt & JURTET IFH X V&l & AAdT el | 39 e § WV e d
fa 7y 5q 9 3=, 2017 HAN.YA.G. 781 § UTHRI & Heg SIHMT 8 TR Y
YT §IRT 3B R 1T I Halell T AT FHeT 3T R U &a1q & 31 b
T FHSI BT AT B Gaell fafdy gfoyurfad @ 78 2| s ol ik Sfod wu 4
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AT 2° IAERY & oY AR TUS WiEAT Bl &RT 324 & AT IR 5 gus Ufshan
wfear durE e, 2005 S f3ATd 31.12.2009 ¥ YAl 8, §RT IRMR a1
T 2| S AT | G g1 3. 7.9, W5y, 2017(1) THATTR 139 Td T HY JIGT
I fa%g Bcdllaie I, 2017 (4) SIgH 356 Y4 @I B & S8l
gfarfed fasar a1 2 &5 SToRmer 3= el e W IR axd 90 3TRE &1 fdid
Aol 2| A} SroRmET &) i 1 TR ¥W=g o a1 ygarqad Hened | U
STURTET 3T 9T Y ST & IR TR M 2 3G SRATBR fbar S S 18
2, TR ¥AF IR BRI |
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I8 & o7 A & 6 U AMCll # 9%dd: fedr 3l 91RT 482 & SicHTd S9d RIRITeTd
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320 I SUERT (9) & UBT H VAT [d. 517 H9HI¥ 153, 1999 (1) verdi™dl 216 4
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frareig €, afe Suamr (1) @ (2) @ IRl # aftfa =121 € ar 9 eig =12} /19 S Aadhd
21 S ey H A ey ST | & OReeid Jrefly 8% feg el
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SARATTH BT e1RT 138 & MM AU I AATIH BT gRT 142 & AFAR THAY & 7
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166 ITAH-N B | IR FoFTH FrIgECTd 4.9, WIS [ AGTeller, VTSR 2015
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B O & JAER W TS & U R A ©F AUAMT ST 81 ST & | 37T
R BT UPia AR THRAT T TUS ARINUT B & =1 ARG Rigia AT &I H &1
a1fey |
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SRR JTURTY & TR H fI=RoT v 31R YUY W I ORTE Rig U1e S
P T F A R <graTer U Rig 91U 1T STORTE BT I8 WhR Y hdT © |

IdieT ® SH- IURTET & Tdol H IH-1I JURTET & forv i) &1
TIM § IURTET BT IH:

AR Hated KR & ARIGKId A HY [d. STvycer I, (1982) 3
veHIl 388 sAAHAR B, Sigl ufauifad fhar 1 B o I M udfa & oTRTe
TH RG] ¥ ol @1 Yarg WR SUIei SRt A DI AT UHRT & TURTE
TH ST UTar 2 99 IR & I =g 3Mded WIHR dR Fad 2 |

F1 Afgad &) SuRerfy ar weafa smawas 2:
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SIS UH SURTY T by ST bl URReIf, et & MR iR WesT fde UKd
by S & fdaror |fed U fhar SITem & 3R SHal Big RS =T H IuRerd
BIPR S Afdd B AAAA & T2 AR 3AGD B gRT WS ATda YK [bU ST
P PAAl DI Yfe FRAT & q9 Iad ATed & TSI H AT IURT &1 8 WR 1
IR U 3MTded WR fdaR &R qebdl & | 39 Hae § Ageeid vHollel dd-rHl fd.
7Y, W, 1990 THAYIVAG 123 JAAG & |

A B AN B fIy Suga ArH:
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U9 BRI §9 A28 &l A1 fIaR H Rg=1 =12y | U9 IR S8l &g ol YHIfad 8U B,
S ST g @ UM Bl BT AT, AT G gedi & Ui TR 3R RIS A 4
PG TG oTURTe | U AT H uaTiad gRRIfT H €1 TRy I B AN USTH B
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S AR | ST AR & DRI AT W TS dlel GTU JTG DI Q@ 8¢ I
@1 AT | EHR Y AT o1 | 2|

A Haied IR - AAGid HIITeTd [d6g Icavieds I, 9 34
2019 (2) e13wT 27 G914 Hic H vfquitaa faam 1 & o <marer &1 98 fAaeier
2 % 9% o9 B IR JMTIE Bl IR Bl UHIT AR FHS TR 39D Uil G4Td B
fIaR # IR IR T BT STAT H §HR B Fahell 2 |

FIT URTH A B @ 915 39 Ifiad A AT I <1 "ol 2

HIRAT DI €RT 320 BT JULRT (8) & SITAR AT BT UHTT QITHfId BT | 3fri] o
UHR QYR & 7079 IT <M BT 37died | AN & ST Fehell & ST UDR IR 2
& IR TR UTRT QTG & AT BT G H AN <1 ST Gl © | 39 FHeT H 497
g% 3. vt 36V vangianv 1973 ¥ @I 84 T4 YA b AHGIIT JUSca
fa. Y15 7 379, 1983 [HIFe &l - vel 109 JTABA & | IH QA Al o
RTEd H ST UHTT & A H MRE ¥ oY rgAfd 7 & off | o AR 33
S WR I Ay ufrfed @ 18 2

“Life is”
“Life is an opportunity benefit from it.
Life is Beauty, admire it.
Life is bliss, taste it. Life is a dream, realize it.
Life is a challenge, meet it. Life is a duty, complete it.”

Mother Teresa
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AUTOMATIC VACATION OF STAY ORDERS IN SIXMONTHS:
IMPORT OF JUDGMENT IN ASIAN RESURFACING

— By Yashpal Singh
Deputy Director, MPSJA

INTRODUCTION

Cases in India can take years to be disposed of. The district judiciary account
for 87% of India’s pending litigation. There are multiple reasons for this pendency
and one of the reasons greatly responsible for causing inordinate delay is stay
of proceedings on account of interim orders of appellate and revisional courts.
A greater challenge faced by the judiciary and litigants alike is the delay in
determination of cases at the appellate and revisional level, which in turn leads
to endless wait for determination of matters even at the trial stage. Moreso,
interim orders that stay proceedings before a subordinate court are often misused
by litigants as a dilatory tactic to maintain status quo in their favor. Hon’ble
Supreme Court addressed this issue in Asian Resurfacing Road Agency v. Central
Bureau of Investigation, (2018) 16 SCC 299 (Asian Resurfacing-I).

AUTOMATIC VACATION OF STAY ORDERS IN SIX MONTHS

The Hon’ble Supreme Court of India dealt with the issue of undue delay in
trials caused by stays in Asian Resurfacing-I (supra), and noted that once a stay
is granted, disposal of petition before the High Court takes a long time. Hon’ble
the Supreme Court also emphasised on the accountability of the courts while
granting stay of proceedings and held that such matters should be disposed of
in two-three months without allowing any adjournments. To ensure a speedy
disposal of such cases, Hon'ble Apex Court directed that a stay of trial
proceedings before civil and criminal appellate/revisional courts ordered by a
High Court or a court below High Court shall automatically expire in six months,
unless extended by a speaking order.

The Apex Court issued the following directions with respect to pending
cases:

1. In all pending cases where stay against proceedings of a civil or
criminal trial is operating, such stay will come to an end upon the
expiry of 6 (six) months from the date of the judgment of the Apex
Court i.e. 28" March 2018; unless in an exceptional case, by a
speaking order, such stay is extended.

2. In cases where stay is granted in future, such stay will end upon the
expiry of 6 (six) months from the date of such order unless a similar
extension is granted by a speaking order.
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3. The speaking order must show that the case was of such exceptional
nature that continuing the stay was more important than having the
trial finalized.

4. The trial court before which the order of stay of civil or criminal
proceedings is produced, may fix a date not beyond 6 (six) months
from the date of the order of stay so that upon expiry of the period of
stay, proceedings can resume unless an order of extension of stay is
produced.

This direction has been reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide
Order dated 15.10.2020 passed in (Asian Resurfacing Road Agency v. Central
Bureau of Investigation (Asian Resurfacing-II)). This essentially means that once
the six-month period is over, the trial courts may resume the proceedings without
waiting for any other intimation, unless an express order extending the stay is
passed. No contempt proceedings would lie against the presiding officers of
trial courts on having proceeded in terms of (4sian Resurfacing-I) (supra) after
the lapse of six months.

STAY BY SUPREME COURT NOT VACATED AUTOMATICALLY

The applicability of the judgment to the orders of the Hon’ble Supreme
Court was clarified in the judgment of Fazalullah Khan v. M. Akbar Contractor and
Ors., 2019 SCC OnLine SC 1513. While dealing with the question of eviction
proceedings, the division bench held that the directions in Asian Resurfacing-I1
(supra) would not apply to the interim orders issued by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court. It was clarified that if the interim order granted by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court is not vacated and continues beyond a period of six months by reason of
pendency of the appeal, it cannot be said that the interim order would
automatically stand vacated.

STAY AUTOMATICALLY VACATED ONLY AT TRIAL STAGE OF LITIGATION

High Courts and Tribunals were approached with varying interpretations of
the Asian Resurfacing-I (supra) judgment. Parties sought an all-encompassing
interpretation of the judgment such that the stay of all kinds would stand
automatically vacated. In view of this, the scope of the exception created by
Asian Resurfacing-I (supra) was clarified by various High Courts.

Madhya Pradesh High Court in M/s Ratan Lal Gattani Sons v. Shri Parshwanath
Digamber Jain Mandir, Katni (Order dated 05.12.2018 Second Appeal No. 1265
of 2012), has held that the law laid down in Asian Resurfacing-I (supra), would
not be applicable in execution cases, where appeal is already pending and stay
has been granted by the Court.
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The Allahabad High Court and the Andhra Pradesh High Court have
respectively in Dharam Vir Sood v. Savitri Devi and ors. (S.C.C. Revision No. 205
of 2016, Order dated 5.04.2019) and K. Ranga Prasad Varma v. Kotikalapudi
Sitarama Murthy and ors., AIR 2020 AP 22, held that the directions in Asian
Resurfacing-I (supra) shall apply only when the trial proceedings are stayed.
The courts specifically held that there will be no automatic vacation of stay on
proceedings before a court post the trial stage when the judgment and decree
have been passed.

HOW TO PROCEED AFTER THE EXPIRY OF PERIOD OF SIX MONTHS?

Trial courts are encountered by a question that how to proceed after the
expiry of period of six months? The answer to this question lies in the judgment
of Apex Court in Asian Resurfacing-I (supra). The phrases “such stay will come
to an end” and “so that upon expiry of the period of stay, proceedings can
resume” are clear enough to reach to the conclusion that the vacation of stay is
automatic and no formal order of vacation of stay is required to be passed by
the court which stayed the proceedings. The trial court in which proceedings in
a case were stayed shall be competent to proceed with the further course of
trial after such automatic vacation of stay, unless an order of extension of stay
is produced before it.

CONCLUSION

The judgment in Asian Resurfacing-I (supra) and order in Asian Resurfacing-IT
(supra) of the Apex Court certainly paves the way to expedite trial-stage litigations
by controlling one aspect that leads to delays. The time limit set on staying trials
on account of appeals and revisions would substantially reduce the total time
taken to finally conclude the trial. Auto expiration of stay orders creates a
perception of informal deadlines thus reducing unnecessary and/or willful delays
as well as dilatory tactics adopted by Litigants. The district judiciary will now be
encouraged to conduct trials in a time bound manner.
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LIMITATION FOR COGNIZANCE OF OFFENCES
UNDER M.P. EXCISEACT

— By Anurag Sharma
Civil Judge Class Il, Bhind

“The general rule of criminal justice is that “a crime never
dies”. The principle is reflected in the well-known maxim
nullum tempus aut locus occurrit regi (lapse of time is no bar
to Crown in proceeding against offenders). ... Normally, in
serious offences, prosecution is launched by the State and
a court of law has no power to throw away prosecution solely
on the ground of delay. Mere delay in approaching a court
of law would not by itself afford a ground for dismissing the
case though it may be a relevant circumstance in reaching
a final verdict.”

Japani Sahoo v. Chandra Sekhar Mohanty, (2007) 7 SCC 394

The courts of Judicial Magistrate are often confronted with the issues relating
to mandatory requirements for taking cognizance and prescribed limitation for
presenting complaint/final report of offences under the M.P. Excise Act, 1915 (in
short “the Act”). This article is an effort to understand the law relating to
cognizance and limitation regarding the offences under the Act.

Section 61 of the Act provides for limitation in which prosecution of offences
under the Act is required to be initiated alongwith certain preconditions for taking
cognizance. Notably section 61 was amended in the year 2014 and reads as

under;

61. Limitation of prosecutions.— (1) No Court shall take cognizance of
an offence punishable —

(a) under Section 34 for contravention of any condition of licence,
permit or pass granted under this Act, Section 37, Section 38,
Section 38-A, Section 39, except on a complaint or report of the
Collector or an Excise Officer not below the rank of District Excise

officer as may be authorized by the Collector in this behalf;

(b) under any other section of this Act other than Section 49 except
on the complaint or report of an Excise Officer or Police Officer.

Except with the special sanction of the State Government no Judicial
Magistrate shall take cognizance of any offence punishable under
this Act, or any rule or order thereunder, unless the prosecution is
instituted within six months from the date on which the offence is

alleged to have been committed.
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Section 61 can be segregated into 3 parts, namely;

(i) Offences of breach of conditions of licence issued under the Act and
offences u/s 37, 38, 38A and 39 of the Act. [section 61 (1)(a)]

(ii) Other offences except section 49 the Act. [section 61(1)(a)]
(iii) Limitation and its condonation. [section 61 (2)]
Offences of breach of conditions of licence

Section 61 (A) of the Act (as amended) provides certain mandatory
condition for taking cognizance of offences under the Act, same is thus;

Offences Mandatory Requirement

Section 34 (in contravention of any [ Complaint or report of the Collector
licence, permit or pass) or an Excise Officer not below the
Sections 37, 38, 38-A, and 39 rank of District Excise Officer

It has to be keep in mind that section 61 of the Act begins with the words;
“No Court shall take cognizance of an offence”. Non-obstante clause makes the
condition prescribed as mandatory. Impliedly, where any individual having licence
to sell or manufacture or use the alleged liquor contravenes the condition of
licence, then to begin the criminal proceedings against such individual for the
offence punishable u/s 34 along with offences u/s 37, 38, 38-A and 39 of the
Act, mandatory requirement is that such proceeding must be initiated on the
complaint or report of the Collector or an Excise Officer not below the rank of
District Excise Officer. It is needless to point out that this prerequisite condition
is the foremost requirement and non-compliance of such conditions will vitiate
the entire proceedings.

In the case of Gajendra Singh Bhadoria v. State of M.P., 2017 (2) MPJR 21,
police registered offence u/s 34 and 42 of the Act at Police Station Daboh,
District Bhind against a person, who was found to be in possession of 20 quarter
(180 ml. each) of country made liquor without licence, who, during the
investigation disclosed that, the seized country made liquor was purchased by
him, from the liquor shop of the petitioner. Thereafter, police lodged FIR against
two persons namely; Kallu Rathore and liquor shop owner/ petitioner. It was
found that the petitioner had valid licence to sell the liquor. Hon’ble High Court
of Madhya Pradesh has held as under;

“In the instant case, the prosecution in respect of offence
under section 34 of the Act has been initiated at the instance
of police and therefore, learned Magistrate could not have
taken cognizance of the offence in view of the provisions
embodied in Section 61(1)(a) of the Act. The power of
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authorisation by the Collector is not absolute, it is
circumscribed. It is not open to him to authorise any officer.”

Similarly, in the case of Hari Singh Shivhare v. State of M.P (M.Cr.C. No.
2977 of 2017 Order dated 22.08.2017, High Court of Madhya Pradesh), the
police registered offence u/s 34(2) and 42 of the Act against an accused person,
who was found in possession of 225 cartons of country made liquor without any
valid licence. An FIR was registered against the petitioner and other co-accused
persons. Petitioner challenged the said proceeding on the ground that the Court
could not have taken cognizance in view of section 61 of the Act. It was found
that the petitioner had valid license to sell liquor, Hon’ble High Court of Madhya
Pradesh has held as under;

“It is clear that since the complaint has not been filed either
by the Collector or by his authorised officer and the FIR
was not lodged on the report of the Collector or any officer
authorised by him in this behalf, therefore, the Court below
was not authorised to take cognizance of the case. ...The
petitioner being a valid licence holder is authorised to sell
liquor. Even if it is assumed that co-accused are found
taking the liquor seized from their possession, prima facie,
it cannot be said that the petitioner has committed any
offence under sections 34 & 42 of the Act as there is no
breach of any condition of the licence granted in favour of
the petitioner.”

Similarly in the recent case of Girish Bhatnagar v. State of M.P., 2018 (2)
MPJR 262 it has been held that —

“Indisputably, the police had filed the charge-sheet and the
prosecution has not filed the complaint before the Trial Court
as required under section 61 of the Act. As the proceedings
before the Magistrate are void ab initio, therefore, it would
be unnecessary for this Court to refuse to entertain the
petition by holding that the applicant must surrender before
the Magistrate. The applicant can be said to be absconding
as the warrant of arrest has been issued, but when the
Magistrate could not have taken cognizance of the offence,
then the entire proceedings would be without jurisdiction,
therefore, in the considered opinion of this Court, the
present petition would be maintainable due to non-
compliance of section 61 of the Act... .”
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In all above said cases, the petitioners were made accused for the
contravention of condition of licence/permit, on the basis of confessions of
co-accused i.e statement given by the co-accused u/s 27 of the Indian Evidence
Act.

Other offences (except offence u/s 49)

Where individuals are found in possession of illicit liquor without having
any valid licence, in such case any criminal court can take cognizance of the
said offence either on the complaint or report of an Excise Officer or Police
Officer. The term “report of the police officer” makes it clear that police officer
can even register the FIR and after investigation can file the final report u/s 173
of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (in short “Cr.P.C.), which leaves us
with no bar in taking cognizance on such report. However, this procedure is not
required to be adopted in case of offence u/s 49 of the Act which provides for
penalty on officers making vexatious search, seizure, detention or arrest.

Limitation and condonation of delay

It is clear from the plain reading of section 61(2) of the Act that prescribed
limitation for initiating proceeding under the Act is six months from the date of
commission of offence. The terminology used in the section provides that the
said prescribed limitation is for all the offences under the Act. Legislature had
been clear in its view by quoting “any offence punishable under this Act, or any
rule or order thereunder.” This clause of the section also carries the non-obstante
clause by saying “no judicial magistrate shall take cognizance”. Thus, initiation
of proceeding within six months from the date of offence is mandatory condition
laid by the legislature.

However, this non-obstante clause is subject to one exception i.e “with the
previous sanction of the State Government”, which leads us to analyze that,
which forum has the power to condone the delay where any complaint or report
under this Act is presented after the expiry of six months.

Firstly it is expedient to note that the Act is a special law, therefore, special
law will prevail over the general law. Thus, the powers conferred on the criminal
courts under Chapter XXXVI of the CrPC, cannot be exercised by the courts for
condoning delay at the stage of taking cognizance under this Act. Secondly,
since the Act does not provide any provision for the condonation of delay for
presentation of complaint/ final report, there is legislative bar on the powers of
Judicial Magistrates to condone delay in initiating such proceedings. Law on
this point is clear that only State has the power to condone delay and give
sanction to initiate the proceeding against the offence under the Act after the
expiry of prescribed limitation of six months, once the sanction is given by the
State Government, Judicial Magistrate is bound to take cognizance of such
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offences. Hon’ble the High Court of Madhya Pradesh in the case of Ramesh
Tiwari v. The State of Madhya Pradesh, ILR (2017) M.P. 109 has held as under;

“The M.P. Excise Act, 1915 is a special enactment and its
provision shall prevail over to the provisions of the Cr.P.C
insofar as it relates to limitation of prosecution is concerned.
It is made clear here that if an offence is committed under
the Excise Act, to which special provision is specified in the
statute, the provision of the general statute would apply
atleast only to effect to which nothing is specified in the
special enactment.

It has been further held that;

“In the case of Shankarlal and others v. State of M.P.,, 1991
MPLJ 445, this Court was having an occasion to consider
the effect of Section 61(1)(a) of the Act due to non-filing of
complaint by the complainant for an offence under sections
37 and 38 of the Act. In the said case, the Court has
considered the issue of limitation of prosecution as per
section 61(2) of the Act with the aid of section 468 of Cr.P.C.
In the said case, the offence was committed on 29.04.1988
while challan was filed on 09.08.1989 after more than one
year. The Court observed that the limitation of prosecution
is six months but by the aid of section 468 of Cr.P.C, the
said period is extendable upto one year. The special
sanction granted by the Excise Commissioner after one year
would be of no help, and concluded that the prosecution is
barred by time and the Magistrate could not take cognizance
in the matter.

If the analogy drawn in the case of Shankarlal (supra) is
adopted by going through of section 61(2) of the Act then it
is evident that for an offence punishable under the Act, the
limitation of prosecution either under clause 1(a) or (b) is
six months, which may be extendable with the aid of section
468 of Cr.P.C. As the case in hand falls under clause
61(a)(b) of the Act to which special sanction of the State
Government or the Excise Commissioner under section 7(e)
of the Act has not yet been received despite granting
opportunity, however, in the context of provisions of section
61(1)(2) of the Act, the prosecution is not within limitation,
and Court can not take cognizance.”
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In this case, law as to limitation and condonation of delay in initiating criminal
proceeding against an accused under the Act has been dealt at length. It also
provides for maximum period upto which courts with the aid of general law under
Cr.P.C can take cognizance of offences under the Act.

Similar position of law was laid down in the case of 4as Mohammad v. State
of M.P,, 2017 (1) MPWN 31 in the following words;

“.....In addition to the aforesaid, looking to the provision of
section 61(1) & (2) of the Act, the compliance as
contemplated to get sanction after six months is mandatory
by following the procedure prescribed otherwise Magistrate
cannot take cognizance due to not filing the prosecution
within limitation. In such circumstances, taking of cognizance
after six months from the date of occurrence by the Court
is contrary to the provisions of law.”

Opportunity for producing sanction

Another question which is required to be considered is, whether opportunity
should be given to the prosecution for presenting the sanction of the State
Government? Courts may consider it appropriate to give reasonable opportunity
for producing sanction of the State Government. As presentation of sanction is
a procedural requirement and no offender should get away from the clutches of
law without being tried merely because of lapse in procedure.

Conclusion

To conclude the above discussion, it can be said that whenever any
complaint/ final report is presented before a Judicial Magistrate by the competent
officers under the Act, it must be closely scrutinized on the following grounds;

1. On the ground of limitation whether prosecution has been initiated within
six months from the date of offence if not, whether it is supported by sanction
of the State? If yes, then after what period of time such report/complaints
along with the sanction is presented before the court.

2. Against whom and under what conditions/sections the prosecution is
initiated?
3. A reasonable opportunity for producing sanction of the State Government
may be given to the prosecution.
([
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FHE fh T BT BT AGEg B BT YT BT & AR AT I8 VAT HRAT ©
T gRT 162 & AR U AT B SKIEIRT 21 fbdT ST 2 | ST8i O Sad Bl
& IUANT BT GaY © Tfa fHel el & gda- HAF d@dg fbar 1 & iR I
ST AT aemRor # e @ 3R | el H AR a1 Sirar § a9 afe SHqab HA
BT PIg N TR WU A AIdd B fQar 1 81 A1 Ifgad gRT R <RIy &
SIS ¥ SIS §RT SHDT SUANT U HIel BT WS B & oy WReI A1ed
arfafer, 1872 @ aRT 145 ¥ IS AT & favar o7 waar 2 |

TUs YfehaT Hfgdr § SUEfAT urad | I8 W & & gR1 161 & d8d dgdg fhar
AT U dlfcads e el & 3R IHBT SUINT Bl VA Il BT U R TR
WeA g a1 S Fahdl & | $HST I8 a0 T8 © b Ifa B |l &1 s
@ QR URT 161 B S AT oG el [HAT 71 & Al ST e el ofl
ST bl Fiifd qUS Ulhar Aedr @1 gR1T 230 Td 242 I§ ISR el & fb
IR AT & ATda UR bl 1 el T 3Med HR Dbl © | 9RT 311 I
SUERIT Bl 8 b Ife gavor & qgfad FReRer & forg fhdl =afdq @ |ey
3MITTSH & ol I fedl WY UshH W 3mEd fhar 51 wahar B |

AIYE S0 IR §RT 3174 Gl8Y [deg Feqy=er g, 2017 (1) vadisisne
142 % T yfauifed fdar a1 8 6 ol &1 9T 161 g0 Ufdhar dfear & srfi= fadt
e & HAF A ford T B 99 fl <RIy BT I8 wad © b a8 e v
& AT H UK GYUT A1eT Bl of AR VA Wil Bl ORT 311 S0 UlshdT Wigdl &
ded WIferd fhaT ST bl 2 | 599 ey § ISl VoIverd JdIq J1]d [d%g
f8re vrog, vamganv. 2013 va. ol 3081 ¥ JdAHNT B |

°
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NOTES ON IMPORTANT JUDGMENTS

278. ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION ACT, 1996 — Sections 2 (1) (f) and
11 (6)
Jurisdiction for arbitration — Petitioner is a company incorporated
in India; whereas the respondent is a company incorporated under
the laws of Hong Kong — Once the parties have chosen Hong Kong
as the place of arbitration to be administered in Hong Kong, laws
of Hong Kong would govern the arbitration. The Indian courts have
no jurisdiction for appointment of the arbitrator.

AR Ud golg 1A, 1996 — &R1C 2 (1) () Td 11 (6)
ARl & fay @R — aifasreal wRa & frrfia s @ sefe
et ST & SE @ o= i $uh @ — 99 U@ IR uEeRY
FRT TSI BT AT & YAF ® ©U ¥ II9 & foran 1471 8 a9 a8
BTG H Ueiyd fHar SR, ST & ST qegeerdr &
PR — g @) PRI @ oy aRda _maraal a1 13 aTterR T8l
BT |

Mankastu Impex Private Limited v. Airvisual Limited

Judgment dated 05.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in

Arbitration Petition No. 32 of 2018, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1297
(Three-Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The petitioner is a company incorporated in India; whereas the respondent
is a company incorporated under the laws of Hong Kong. Section 2(1)(f) of the
Act defines “International Commercial Arbitration”. As per Section 2(1)(f), to be
an “International Commercial Arbitration”, three factors ought to be fulfilled — (i)
arbitration; (ii) considered as commercial under the laws in force in India; and
(iii) at least one of the parties is national or habitual resident in any country
other than India. In the present case, since the respondent is a company
incorporated under the laws of Hong Kong, we are concerned with “International
Commercial Arbitration”.

The words in Clause 17.1 “without regard to its conflicts of laws, provisions
and courts at New Delhi shall have the jurisdiction” do not take away or dilute
the intention of the parties in Clause 17.2 that the arbitration be administered in
Hong Kong. The words in Clause 17.1 do not suggest that the seat of arbitration
is in New Delhi. Since Part-l is not applicable to “International Commercial
Arbitrations”, in order to enable the parties to avail the interim relief, Clause
17.3 appears to have been added. The words “without regard to its conflicts of
laws, provisions and courts at New Delhi shall have the jurisdiction” in Clause
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17.1 is to be read in conjunction with Clause 17.3. Since the arbitration is seated
at Hong Kong, the petition filed by the petitioner under Section 11(6) of the Act
is not maintainable and the petition is liable to be dismissed.

279. ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION ACT, 1996 — Sections 34 and 37
Setting aside an arbitral award — Patent illegality — A new ground of
“patent illegality” has been inserted by Section 34 (2-A) for setting
aside a domestic award - Instances of patent illegality explained.

HIEARH Ud ol IAfe-1a9, 1996 — ©RT¢ 34 UG 37

AR JAfIFoRT BT MR HRAT — Yae Jde-iwdl — OIRT 34 (2—&) §RT
I srfSrfsefa &1 s &1 @ forv “uae rdenmfaedr” &1 Ue AT
IR FHIfase fHar AT — gue A IHdr © STIERUN bl FHSIAT AT |
Patel Engineering Ltd. v. North Eastern Electric Power
Corporation Ltd.

Order dated 22.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Special

Leave Petition (C) No. 3584 of 2020, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 167
(Three-Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the order:

Pursuant to the recommendations of the Law Commission, the 1996 Act
was amended by Act 3 of 2016, which came into force w.e.f. 23.10.2015. The
ground of “patent illegality” for setting aside a domestic award has been given
statutory force in Section 34(2-A) of the 1996 Act. The ground of “patent illegality”
cannot be invoked in international commercial arbitrations seated in India. Even
in the case of a foreign award under the New York Convention, the ground of
“patent illegality” cannot be raised as a ground to resist enforcement, since this
ground is absent in Section 48 of the 1996 Act. The newly inserted sub-section
(2-A) in Section 34, reads as follows:-

“34. (2-A) An arbitral award arising out of arbitrations other
than international commercial arbitrations, may also be set
aside by the Court, if the Court finds that the award is vitiated
by patent illegality appearing on the face of the award.

Provided that an award shall not be set aside merely
on the ground of an erroneous application of the law
or by re-appreciation of evidence.”

The present case arises out of a domestic award between two Indian
entities. The ground of patent illegality is a ground available under the statute
for setting aside a domestic award, if the decision of the arbitrator is found to be
perverse, or, so irrational that no reasonable person would have arrived at the
same; or, the construction of the contract is such that no fair or reasonable
person would take; or, that the view of the arbitrator is not even a possible view.
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*280.

*281.

JOTI

CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 11

Res judicata — Applicability of — Earlier petition dismissed under
Order 7 Rule 11 without adjudicating on merits — Subsequent suit
claiming same relief, not barred by res judicata.

fafaer yfsear dfadar, 1908 — &RT 11

gd g — 9ATSAAT — OTAOT R <[ ot & 991 qd e snqer 7
e 11 Ry d. @ sfaefa ArioR &) 1§ — 99 gAY 4§ 9efe@
ugaraad! a1q gd g & g1 91 1) B |

Ramchandra Dhakad and Karulal Dhakad v. Kailashchandra
Upadhyay and Gram Panchayat, Lotkhedi

Judgment dated 17.02.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Indore Bench) in Second Appeal No. 329 of 2015, reported
in AIR 2020 (NOC) 712 MP

)
CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 47
Execution of decree/award — Can only be to the extent of what has
been awarded/decreed — What is awarded/decreed must be
independently capable of execution — Parties entered into
agreement to sale of immovable property — They referred dispute
regarding price of land to sole arbitrator — Whether execution of
sale deed could be directed in execution of such award? Held, No
— Award was only a declaration fixing price of land — Execution of
sale deed can only be directed in suit for specific performance of
contract.

fafaa ufspar |fgdr, 1908 — oRT 47

amsifta / aifSrfeofa &1 feares — a3 st a9 8 Gear 2, fraer e
arferfroffa A smera fosam = 81 — S Ssrgary serw / sifdrfofta faar
8l, 34 Wd3 w9 9 fsares I 8141 913y — ugaRI A Irad 4Rkl &
faspa &1 Igdy fear — S 1 @ g 9 94f¥@a fdae 31 & a3
HEReT B WX foar — ¢ ¢ srferofa @ fosares A faswaaa frearfea
B B Fder fear o waar 27 aifrfreiRa, a8 — aiftrofa ara qff &1
7 ¥ &3 31 @ agivon o — fasausa &1 e dad ey &
fafafdse srqures @& are & FERE & o1 g@ar 2

Firm Rajasthan Udyog and ors. v. Hindustan Engineering and
Industries Limited

Judgment dated 24.04.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2376 of 2020, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 660
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282. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 89 (2) (d)
Mediation proceedings — After successful mediation, a compromise
must be affected by the court after following prescribed procedure
— Any order passed by mediator, cannot be executed by the
execution court.

fafaar gfpar wfgan, 1908 — &1 89 (2) (&)

AEAERIAT BRIATE — Athel HEARIAT & U 1T gIRT feifRa ufsear &1
UTe B g ISR YA BRAT a1fey — Heawe] §RT UIRd $Is e eT
frsuTes =amaTera g fAsarfea Y fear o wwar 2

Mohar Singh v. Gajenda Singh

Judgment dated 02.12.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Petition No. 3914 of 2019,
reported in 2020 (3) MPLJ 411

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Section 89 (2) (c) of CPC speaks about judicial settlement, whereas Section
89 (2) (d) of CPC speaks about mediation. In the present case, it is not the case
of the petitioner that by referring the matter to the Mediator the Civil Court had
sent the matter for judicial settlement. Under these circumstances, in the
considered opinion of this Court, Section 89 (2) (d) of CPC would apply, which
speaks about the mediation. However, it is further provided that the Court shall
affect a compromise between the parties and shall follow such procedure as
may be prescribed. It is not the claim of the petitioner that after the talks were
declared successful by the Mediator, any further action was taken by the petitioner
before the Civil Court. Accordingly, this Court is of the considered opinion that
the Executing Court did not commit any mistake by holding that since the order
passed by the Mediator is not executable, therefore, the execution proceedings
are not maintainable.

283. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 96, Order 23 Rules 3 and

3-A and Order 43 Rule 1-A

(i) Compromise decree; challenge to — No appeal lies against
compromise decree — Separate suit challenging compromise
decree is not maintainable — Only remedy is to approach the
same court which recorded the compromise by way of
application under proviso to Order 23 Rule 3.

(ii) Compromise decree; challenge to — When can an appeal lie?
Held, a right has been given under Order 43 Rule 1-A(2) to a
party who denies the compromise and invites order of Court
in that regard while preferring an appeal against the decree.

(iii) Compromise decree — Challenge by a stranger to the
compromise decree — Held, separate suit even by a stranger
will not lie — Only court which accepted the compromise and
passed the decree could examine the same.
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fufaa ufsean dfear, 1908 — &IRT 96, Q¥ 23 7199 3 ¢9 3—&

qAT AR 43 Frd 1—

(i) Wi =i S gAd — gusiian s o fTeg a3 odia gy
T 8 — wwsitar smafa &t gAtd <9 a1t o are aivefig 98 @
— TP Ay S TSI | AR 23 PR 3 & wRegd @ 3refia
AT UG ST @ o wrsitar siftfeReaa feam 8

(i) wwsitar sm=ftd &1 gA — @9 ofid y&ga &1 o1 AHdl 27
affeiRa, smeer 43 W 1—%(2) @ 9 U9 vaaR &t Af¥aR
fear = 2 @ 9Hsiid 9 PR Bxal @ 3R Iefa @ fawg arfia
UXGd R S WY A T | QY DI qiBT HT 2 |

(iii) wwsitar smsifta — ua sruRfua gwr wwsitar smafa &t gAkdt —
afafeiRa, we sruRfaa g+t gore g gl = g — w9
=raTerd foras gusiiar eR R ATt aika 1 2, T =i a1
T R Ghar 2 |

Triloki Nath Singh v. Anirudh Singh (dead) through L.Rs. and ors.
Judgment dated 06.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 3961 of 2010, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 629

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

What has emerged as a legislative intent has been considered in extenso
by this Court in Pushpa Devi Bhagat v. Rajinder Singh, (2006) 5 SCC 566, after
taking note of the scheme of Order 23 Rule 3 and Rule 3A added with effect
from 1-2-1977. The relevant paragraphs are as under:

“The position that emerges from the amended provisions
of Order 23 can be summed up thus:

(i) No appeal is maintainable against a consent decree
having regard to the specific bar contained in Section
96(3) CPC.

(ii) No appeal is maintainable against the order of the
court recording the compromise (or refusing to record
a compromise) in view of the deletion of clause (m) of
Rule 1 Order 43.

(iii) No independent suit can be filed for setting aside a
compromise decree on the ground that the compromise was
not lawful in view of the bar contained in Rule 3A.

(iv) A consent decree operates as an estoppel and is
valid and binding unless it is set aside by the court
which passed the consent decree, by an order on an
application under the proviso to Rule 3 Order 23.
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Therefore, the only remedy available to a party to a consent decree to
avoid such consent decree, is to approach the court which recorded the
compromise and made a decree in terms of it, and establish that there was no
compromise. In that event, the court which recorded the compromise will itself
consider and decide the question as to whether there was a valid compromise
or not. This is so because a consent decree is nothing but contract between
parties superimposed with the seal of approval of the court. The validity of a
consent decree depends wholly on the validity of the agreement or compromise
on which it is made. The second defendant, who challenged the consent
compromise decree was fully aware of this position as she filed an application
for setting aside the consent decree on 21-8-2001 by alleging that there was no
valid compromise in accordance with law. Significantly, none of the other
defendants challenged the consent decree. For reasons best known to herself,
the second defendant within a few days thereafter (that is on 27-8-2001) filed
an appeal and chose not to pursue the application filed before the court which
passed the consent decree. Such an appeal by the second defendant was not
maintainable, having regard to the express bar contained in Section 96(3) of
the Code.

By introducing the amendment to the Civil Procedure Code(Amendment)
1976 w.e.f. 15t February, 1977, the legislature has brought into force Rule 3A to
Order 23, which create bar to institute the suit to set aside a decree on the
ground that the compromise on which decree is based was not lawful. The
purpose of effecting a compromise between the parties is to put an end to the
various disputes pending before the Court of competent jurisdiction once and
for all.

Finality of decisions is an underlying principle of all adjudicating forums.
Thus, creation of further litigation should never be the basis of a compromise
between the parties. Rule 3A of Order 23 CPC put a specific bar that no suit
shall lie to set aside a decree on the ground that the compromise on which the
decree is based was not lawful. The scheme of Order 23 Rule 3 CPC is to avoid
multiplicity of litigation and permit parties to amicably come to a settlement which
is lawful, is in writing and a voluntary act on the part of the parties. The Court
can be instrumental in having an agreed compromise effected and finality
attached to the same. The Court should never be party to imposition of a
compromise upon an unwilling party, still open to be questioned on an application
under the proviso to Rule 3 of Order 23 CPC before the Court.

It can be further noticed that earlier under Order 43 Rule 1(m), an appeal
which recorded the compromise and decide as to whether there was a valid
compromise or not, was maintainable against an order under Rule 3 of Order
23 recording or refusing to record an agreement, compromise or satisfaction.
But by the amending Act, aforesaid clause has been deleted, the result whereof
is that now no appeal is maintainable against an order recording or refusing to
record an agreement or compromise under Rule 3 of Order 23. Being conscious
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of this fact that the right of appeal against the order recording a compromise or
refusing to record a compromise was being taken away, a new Rule 1A was
added to Order 43 which is as follows:

“I-A. Right to challenge non-appealable orders in appeal against
decree. — (1) Where any order is made under this Code
against a party and thereupon any judgment is pronounced
against such party and a decree is drawn up, such party
may, in an appeal against the decree, contend that such
order should not have been made and the judgment should
not have been pronounced.

(2) In an appeal against a decree passed in a suit after
recording a compromise or refusing to record a
compromise, it shall be open to the appellant to contest
the decree on the ground that the compromise should, or
should not, have been recorded.”

Thus, after the amendment which has been introduced, neither any appeal
against the order recording the compromise nor remedy by way of filing a suit is
available in cases covered by Rule 3A of Order 23 CPC. As such, a right has
been given under Rule 1A(2) of Order 43 to a party, who denies the compromise
and invites order of the Court in that regard in terms of proviso to Rule 3 of
Order 23 CPC while preferring an appeal against the decree. Section 96(3)
CPC shall not be a bar to such an appeal, because it is applicable where the
factum of compromise or agreement is not in dispute.

XXX

In the present case, the partition suit was filed in 1978 and after the decision
of the trial Court, the matter went in first appeal and eventually, Second Appeal
No. 495/86 before the High Court. During the pendency of first appeal being
continuation of the suit as stated, one of the parties to the pending proceedings,
namely, Sampatiya allegedly entered into a sale deed with the appellant on 6th
January, 1984. Indubitably the issue regarding right, title and interest in respect
of the land which was the subject matter of sale deed dated 6™ January, 1984,
was still inchoate and not finally decided. In that sense, the claim of the appellant
was to be governed by the decision in favour of or against Sampatiya in the
pending appeal. It must follow that the alleged transaction effected in favour of
the appellant by a sale deed dated 6™ January, 1984 ought to abide by the
outcome of the said proceedings which culminated with the compromise decree
passed by the High Court in Second Appeal No. 495/86 dated 15.09.1994.

Indeed, the appellant was not a party to the stated compromise decree. He
was, however, claiming right, title and interest over the land referred to in the
stated sale deed dated 6™ January, 1984, which was purchased by him from
Sampatiya judgment-debtor and party to the suit. It is well settled that the
compromise decree passed by the High Court in the second appeal would relate
back to the date of institution of the suit between the parties thereto. In the suit
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now instituted by the appellant, at the best, he could seek relief against
Sampatiya, but cannot be allowed to question the compromise decree passed
by the High Court in the partition suit. In other words, the appellant could file a
suit for protection of his right, title or interest devolved on the basis of the stated
sale deed dated 6™ January, 1984, allegedly executed by one of the party
(Sampatiya) to the proceedings in the partition suit, which could be examined
independently by the Court on its own merits in accordance with law. The trial
Court in any case would not be competent to adjudicate the grievance of the
appellant herein in respect of the validity of compromise decree dated 15"
September, 1994 passed by the High Court in the partition suit.

In other words, the appellant can only claim through his predecessor
Sampatiya, to the extent of rights and remedies available to Sampatiya in
reference to the compromise decree. Merely because the appellant was not
party to the compromise decree in the facts of the present case, will be of no
avail to the appellant, much less give him a cause of action to question the
validity of the compromise decree passed by the High Court by way of a
substantive suit before the civil Court to declare it as fraudulent, illegal and not
binding on him. Assuming, he could agitate about the validity of the compromise
entered into by the parties to the partition suit, it is only the High Court, who had
accepted the compromise and passed decree on that basis, could examine the
same and no other Court under proviso to Rule 3 of Order 23 CPC. It must,
therefore, follow that the suit instituted before the civil Court by the appellant
was not maintainable in view of specific bar under Rule 3A of Order 23 CPC as
held in the impugned judgment.

([

*284.CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 151 and Order 21 Rule 89
Setting aside of auction-sale — Property of guarantor was auctioned
without giving opportunity to repay the decretal amount — Guarantor
had started repaying the amount before auction-sale and paid full
soon after the auction-sale — Auction-sale set aside even without
compliance of Order 21 Rule 89 CPC.

fufaar ufssar wfedr, 1908 — &RT 151 Ta Qe 21 19 89
Nearhi—fama &1 srura fear s — gfaw, @1 gufky fea) af¥ gam &1
IR fau famr e s & 18 off — ufeng 3 frarh—fawa @ uga & af¥
BT A HAT YRA B &A1 o1 iR Frarfi—faga & aw@ra uea@ Q@1
AT SR AT o — e 21 a9 89 RLUE. &1 ura feu faam «f
Nerfi—fassa smurea fear s woar 2

Paul v. T. Mohan and anr.

Judgment dated 24.04.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6146 of 2019, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 138
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285. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 1 Rule 10
SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963 — Section 20
Necessary or proper party — It cannot be laid down as an absolute
proposition that whenever a suit for specific performance is filed a
third party can never be impleaded in that suit.

fafaer ufepar wfgar, 1908 — anSer 1 =9 10

fafifdse srgaiy aiferfs, 1963 — &RT 20

TS A1 3FIa vadR — a1 Arifas yfaure @ wu A afifeiRa i
fan <1 "ear 2 & o9 i faffds squrem & forg 9 gywga fear smar
2 dl g ug 1 1 9 are 9 "aifa @1 fear 5 wearn

Dharmendra Raghuwanshi v. Radha Goyal and ors.

Order dated 05.06.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Indore Bench) Miscellaneous Petition No. 5417 of 2019,
reported in AIR 2020 MP 113

Relevant extracts from the order:

It cannot be laid down as an absolute proposition that whenever a suit for
specific performance is filed by A against B, a third party C can never be
impleaded in that suit. In my opinion, if C can show a fair semblance of title or
interest he can certainly file an application for impleadment. To take a contrary
view would lead to multiplicity of proceedings because then C will have to wait
until a decree is passed against B, and then file a suit for cancellation of the
decree on the ground that A had no title in the property in dispute. Cleary, such
view cannot be countenanced. Even otherwise, here in this case, as per the
discussion made hereinabove the fate of the suit would directly affect the right
of the petitioner, therefore, he should be allowed to be added as a party.

286. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 7 Rule 11

LIMITATION ACT, 1963 — Articles 58 and 59

TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — Section 54

(i) Rejection of plaint — Object of provision explained — Frivolous
litigation should be discouraged to save judicial time of Court.

(ii) Rejection of plaint — Whether documents filed with plaint can
be taken into consideration for deciding application under
Order 7 Rule 11? Held, Yes — When a document forms basis of
plaint, it should be treated as part of the plaint.

(iii) Rejection of plaint — Test for exercising power under Order 7
Rule 11 - Held, the test is that if averments made in plaint
alongwith documents relied upon are taken in its entirety, a
decree would be passed? Otherwise, plaint must be rejected.

(iv) Rejection of plaint — Stage at which such powers may be
exercised — Held, such powers may be exercised at any stage;
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before registering the plaint, after issuing summons or before
conclusion of trial.

(v) Rejection of plaint — Whether plaint may be rejected being
barred by limitation? Held, Yes.

(vi) Sale deed - Whether actual payment of entire sale
consideration at the time of execution of sale deed is essential
for completion of sale? Held, No — Inabsence of other facts
Non-payment of part of consideration will not in itself invalidate
sale — Relief of cancellation of sale deed cannot be granted.

fafae gfpar dfgar, 1908 — an<er 7 a9 1

g Sifeif=r, 1963 — 31 J<8< 58 Yd 59

dufed sravoer JAfefad, 1882 — &R 54

(i) U AFSR fHar ST — YEE &1 3. W fear wn -
T ST <A1fId G99 991 & foag el geaarsh salcafza a1
ST ARy |

(i) areum ARIR fHar ST — FA1 AR 7 A 11 B AT BT FRISROT
Pd WY dISUF D A1 URJd SEdell R faar A S wear 27
IffeiRa, 8f — 99 313 I[AES 918 BT TR 9471 2, di 349 15
BT HET JHT ST A1RY |

(iii) U= AR fHar SET — AR 7 FRET 11 3 wle & 3T S
P Haldl — fifeaiRa, sEidt a8 ¢ & afe qqus @ g™
TEIES] I b GYviar § od ©, dl e uikd &1 eeEfi? —
I=FAT, qIQUA AR fHAT ST =12 |

(iv) s AR fear SET — gsha g o= Ot wifeal &1 s fean
ST Adar @ — rffeiRa, fesft i ypw w OxfY wifeat &1 wahT foan
ST 9HdT 3; 91 Yol & d, G99 ORI &3 & ggard A1 faarer &
9T & 4 |

(v) qeUs ARGR foar ST — Fm arqua aRART 9 91fta 89 @ smeR
TR ARiSR fear o w@ar 272 siffeilRa, 81

(vi) faspa facka — 1 fawa fada @ fFoaea & w9 9ol fama gfawa
ST ardfad YIrar faa @ qR1 89 @ fag smawas 27 sifrfreiRa,
el — 3= 92T & 9T H URIBd & |RT ST YIAH T HAT TR
fassa &1 3= T R — fasa—fad@ $1 © H[ FT JAIY U
&Y frar <im wdar 2

Dahiben v. Arvindbhai Kalyanji Bhanusali (Gajra) Dead through

L.Rs. and ors.

Judgment dated 09.07.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 9519 of 2019, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 366
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The remedy under Order 7 Rule 11 is an independent and special remedy,
wherein the Court is empowered to summarily dismiss a suit at the threshold,
without proceeding to record evidence, and conducting a trial, on the basis of
the evidence adduced, if it is satisfied that the action should be terminated on
any of the grounds contained in this provision.

In Azhar Hussain v. Rajiv Gandhi, 1986 Supp SCC 315 this Court held that the
whole purpose of conferment of powers under this provision is to ensure that a
litigation which is meaningless, and bound to prove abortive, should not be
permitted to waste judicial time of the court, in the following words :

“...The whole purpose of conferment of such power is to
ensure that a litigation which is meaningless, and bound to
prove abortive should not be permitted to occupy the time
of the Court, and exercise the mind of the respondent. The
sword of Damocles need not be kept hanging over his head
unnecessarily without point or purpose. Even in an ordinary
civil litigation, the Court readily exercises the power to reject
a plaint, if it does not disclose any cause of action.”

XXX

Having regard to Order 7 Rule 14 CPC, the documents filed alongwith the
plaint, are required to be taken into consideration for deciding the application
under Order 7 Rule 11(a). When a document referred to in the plaint, forms the
basis of the plaint, it should be treated as a part of the plaint.

XXX

The test for exercising the power under Order 7 Rule 11 is that if the
averments made in the plaint are taken in entirety, in conjunction with the
documents relied upon, would the same result in a decree being passed. This
test was laid down in Liverpool & London S.P. & I Assn. Ltd. v. M.V. Sea Success 1,
(2004) 9 SCC 512 which reads as :

“Whether a plaint discloses a cause of action or not is
essentially a question of fact. But whether it does or does
not must be found out from reading the plaint itself. For the
said purpose, the averments made in the plaint in their
entirety must be held to be correct. The test is as to whether
if the averments made in the plaint are taken to be correct
in their entirety, a decree would be passed.”

XXX

The power under Order 7 Rule 11 CPC may be exercised by the Court at
any stage of the suit, either before registering the plaint, or after issuing summons
to the defendant, or before conclusion of the trial, as held by this Court in the
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judgment of Saleem Bhai v. State of Maharashtra, (2003) 1 SCC 557. The plea that
once issues are framed, the matter must necessarily go to trial was repelled by
this Court in Azhar Hussain case (supra).

X X X
Section 54 of the Transfer of Property Act, 1882 provides as under :

“54. “Sale” defined.—'Sale’ is a transfer of ownership in
exchange for a price paid or promised or part-paid and part-
promised.”

The definition of “sale” indicates that there must be a transfer of ownership
from one person to another i.e. transfer of all rights and interest in the property,
which was possessed by the transferor to the transferee. The transferor cannot
retain any part of the interest or right in the property, or else it would not be a
sale. The definition further indicates that the transfer of ownership has to be
made for a “price paid or promised or part paid and part promised”. Price thus
constitutes an essential ingredient of the transaction of sale.

In Vidyadhar v. Manikrao & anr., (1999) 3 SCC 573 this Court held that the
words “price paid or promised or part paid and part promised” indicates that
actual payment of the whole of the price at the time of the execution of the Sale
Deed is not a sine qua non for completion of the sale. Even if the whole of the
price is not paid, but the document is executed, and thereafter registered, the
sale would be complete, and the title would pass on to the transferee under the
transaction. The non-payment of a part of the sale price would not affect the
validity of the sale. Once the title in the property has already passed, even if the
balance sale consideration is not paid, the sale could not be invalidated on this
ground. In order to constitute a “sale”, the parties must intend to transfer the
ownership of the property, on the agreement to pay the price either in presenti,
or in future. The intention is to be gathered from the recitals of the sale deed,
the conduct of the parties, and the evidence on record.

In view of the law laid down by this Court, even if the averments of the
Plaintiffs are taken to be true, that the entire sale consideration had not in fact
been paid, it could not be a ground for cancellation of the Sale Deed. The
Plaintiffs may have other remedies in law for recovery of the balance
consideration, but could not be granted the relief of cancellation of the registered
Sale Deed. We find that the suit filed by the Plaintiffs is vexatious, meritless,
and does not disclose a right to sue. The plaint is liable to be rejected under
Order 7 Rule 11 (a).

)
287. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 7 Rule 14 and Order 18 Rule 4
Admissibility of documents — Admissibility of documents cannot be

looked at the stage of production of document — It can be
considered at the time when documents are tendered in evidence.
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Punit Agrawal v. Murarilal and ors.

Judgment dated 07.01.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Petition No. 1686 of 2019,
reported in 2020 (3) MPLJ 368

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the present case, the Court below has not rejected the application under
Order 7 Rule 14 of CPC on the ground that the same has been filed with oblique
motive to delay the trial. The application has been rejected only on the ground
of admissibility of documents. In the considered opinion of this Court, the
admissibility of documents can be considered at the time when those documents
are tendered in evidence.

Accordingly, it is directed that in case, if the documents mentioned in Serial
Nos.7, 8 and 12 were not the subject-matter of subsequent application filed
under Order 7 Rule 14 of CPC, then the Trial Court is directed to take the
documents mentioned in Serial Nos.7, 8 and 12 in the list of documents dated
14.12.2018 on record. It is made clear that the direction to take the documents
should not be construed as a finding that the same are admissible in evidence.
The question of admissibility shall be considered by the trial Court at the time
when those documents are tendered in evidence.

([
288. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 14 Rule 2

Preliminary issue — Question of law — When cannot be decided as
preliminary issue? Held, where dispute as to facts is necessary to
be determined to give a finding on question of law, such question
of law cannot be decided as preliminary issue — On the other hand,
where question of law is dependent on admitted facts, court may
decide it as a preliminary issue.

fafae ufsear dfedar, 1908 — e 14 a9 2

RS faaree — faftr A9t g9 — o9 yRH e faares @ wu 7 foffa
T8 fHy @1 wea 22 afifaiRa, st fafd @9l g v fsed <7 & qd
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fafer Heel g1 wipa qeal w ik 81, <Frred 52 YR faares © wu
¥ fooffa &= a®ar 21
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Nusli Neville Wadia v. Ivory Properties and ors.

Judgment dated 04.10.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Special
Leave Petition (C) No. 31982 of 2013, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 557
(Three — Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

As per Order 14 Rule 1, issues arise when a material proposition of fact or
law is affirmed by the one party and denied by the other. The issues are framed
on the material proposition, denied by another party. There are issues of facts
and issues of law. In case specific facts are admitted, and if the question of law
arises which is dependent upon the outcome of admitted facts, it is open to the
Court to pronounce the judgment based on admitted facts and the preliminary
question of law under the provisions of Order 14 Rule 2. In Order 14 Rule 2(1),
the Court may decide the case on a preliminary issue. It has to pronounce the
judgment on all issues. Order 14 Rule 2(2) makes a departure and Court may
decide the question of law as to jurisdiction of the Court or a bar created to the
suit by any law for the time being in force, such as under the Limitation Act.

In a case question of limitation can be decided based on admitted facts, it
can be decided as a preliminary issue under Order 14 Rule 2(2)(b). Once facts
are disputed about limitation, the determination of the question of limitation also
cannot be made under Order 14 Rule 2(2) as a preliminary issue or any other
such issue of law which requires examination of the disputed facts. In case of
dispute as to facts, is necessary to be determined to give a finding on a question
of law. Such question cannot be decided as a preliminary issue. In a case, the
question of jurisdiction also depends upon the proof of facts which are disputed.
It cannot be decided as a preliminary issue if the facts are disputed and the
question of law is dependent upon the outcome of the investigation of facts,
such question of law cannot be decided as a preliminary issue, is settled
proposition of law either before the amendment of CPC and post amendment in
the year 1976.

289. CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 41 Rules 17, 19 and 21

(i) Dismissal — Absence of appellant on date of hearing — Appellate
court may adjourn the case to some future date but cannot
adjudicate the appeal on merits — Appellant may avail the
remedy provided under Order 41 Rule 19 of the Code if appeal
is dismissed in default.

(ii) Ex-parte decree — Passing ex-parte decree in absence of
respondent after hearing appeal — Respondent may prefer an
application for rehearing of appeal by showing sufficient cause
for his non-appearance under Order 41 Rule 21 CPC.
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Quality Agencies (M/s) v. The Commissioner, Customs & Central
Excise

Order dated 21.11.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya Pradesh
in CEA No. 40 of 2018, reported in ILR (2020) MP 204 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the order:

On conjoint reading of sub-rule (1) of Rule 17 and the Explanation appended
thereto, it is clear that the aforesaid provision enables the Appellate Court to
adjourn the case to some future date but it does not empower the Appellate
Court to adjudicate the appeal on merits, or it can pass such other order as it
thinks proper in the circumstances of the case. There is nothing in the Rule
which provides that when the appellant does not appear and the respondent
appears, the appeal shall be disposed of ex parte. If that were the intention of
the Legislature, a clear mandate to the said effect would have been incorporated
in the Rule. In fact, the intent of the Legislature in enacting this provision is that
under Rule 17, the appeal should not be dismissed on merits in the absence of
the appellant but it may be dismissed in default so that the appellant may avail
of the remedy provided under Rule 19.

Thus, the view expressed in the preceding paragraph finds support from
the aforesaid provision. Inasmuch as when an appeal is dismissed under Rule
17, the appellant is entitled to apply to the Appellate Court for re-admission of
the same under Rule 19 of Order XLI of the Code, where the appellant will have
an opportunity to prove that he was prevented by any sufficient cause from
appearing when the appeal was called on for hearing and if the Court is satisfied,
re-admission of the appeal shall be permissible.

On the other hand, when the matter is heard in the absence of the respondent
and ex parte decree is passed in terms of sub-rule (2) of Rule 17, Rule 21 provides
for an opportunity to the respondent to prefer a similar application for rehearing of
the appeal by showing sufficient cause for his non-appearance.
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290. COMPANIES ACT, 2013 - Section 430

CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Section 9

Bar to jurisdiction of Civil Court — After incorporation of new
Companies Act, 2013, dispute between the parties has to be heard
and decided by the Company Law — Tribunal constituted under the
new Company Law is the only competent authority which has
jurisdiction to decide the conflict between the parties and such
dispute cannot be heard and decided by Civil Court.

H U1 Affa9, 2013 — <RT 430

fafaer yfsear dfgar, 1908 — aRT 9
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e e @ a9 T S fSfrRm, 2013 @ g 819 @ 9 e
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Parenteral Drugs (India) Limited v. Jagdish Mangal HUF and ors.
Order dated 11.05.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya Pradesh
(Indore Bench) in Civil Revision No. 882 of 2019, reported in
AIR 2020 MP 91

Relevant extracts from the order:

The dispute between the parties is a company matter and not a civil dispute
as held by the learned trial Court. After incorporation of new Companies Act,
2013 such matters has to be heard and decided by the Company Law Tribunal
constituted under the new company law and is the only competent authority and
has jurisdiction under the law to decide the conflict between the parties in respect
of any company matter. It can hold enquiry into the matter under Section 84 of
the Act, 1956 or 46 of the Companies Act, 2013 read with the Companies (Issue
of Share Certificates) Rules, 1960 or The Companies (Share Capital and
Debentures) Rules, 2014 and take a decision in the matter.

In all the judgments cited by the petitioner [Shashi Prakash Khemka (dead)
through LRs. v. NEPC icon (now called NEPC, India), 2019 SCC Online SC 223,
Vikram Jairath v. Middleton Hotels Pvt. Ltd., 2019 SCC Online Cal, SAS Hospitality
Pvt. Ltd. V. Surya Construction Pvt. Ltd., 2018 SCC Online Del 119009 and Chiranjeevi
Rathnam v. Ramesh, 2017 SCC Online Mad 23049] the disputes between the parties
were found to be related to the company matters as enshrined in the Companies
Act; like increase of authorized capital, allotment of shares or bonus shares,
appointment of directors etc., therefore, they were relegated to the competent
authorities constituted under the Companies Act. In this case also the conflict
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between the parties is found to be the dispute covered under the Companies
Act, therefore, applying the above dictum of law, the petition is allowed. The
order of the learned Trial Court dated 22.11.2019 delivered by XV Civil Judge
Class-I, Indore is set aside.

The Civil Court is directed to return the plaint to be presented before the
concerned Company Law Tribunal within two months from the date of return of
the plaint in accordance with law.

291. CONTRACT ACT, 1872 — Sections 32, 56 and 65
Interpretation of contract; Rules of — Force majeure clause and
doctrine of frustration — Effect of — Explained — Held, document
forming a written contract should be read as a whole and so far as
possible as mutually explanatory — Under Indian law, doctrine of
frustration discharges all the parties from future obligations —
Instantly, clause 23 of the contract provided that any change in or
enactment or interpretation of any law resulting in addition/
reduction of cost to Contractor shall be paid/reduced by the
Contractor/Company — Price of HSD was increased by Government
circular — Held, clause 23 of the contract cannot be interpreted to
include executive order as law — Parties entered into the contract
after mitigating the risk of such an increase — A prudent contractor
take into margin such price fluctuations.
wfaqr arfefE, 1872 — 9V 32, 56 U4 65
Idy & fataa & s — sRerd ger @vs 4§ faweiavor &1 figia
— 99T — e oA ar — sfifeiRa, faRaa srgea @ swaEds &1 gofar
H IR JATHHT IRER ATATHS ®T A YT ST A1feY — ARG fafey &
e faweliazor &1 fagia @+ val &1 vfasr & <f¥@l 9 Jaa $=ar =
— FWId 9 H dfaeT @ @vs 23 # uraumE o o fasf +f fafr @
gRad= A1 IR A1 ArRAT & IRVIFREGHY 3HeR Bl AN 3 gig / kil
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South East Asia Marine Engineering and Constructions Limited
(SEAMEC Limited) v. Oil India Limited
Judgment dated 11.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil

Appeal No. 673 of 2012, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 164 (Three-Judge
Bench)
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:
We begin by looking at the clause i.e. Clause 23, which is extracted below:

Subsequently Enacted Laws:

Subsequent to the date of price of bid opening if there is a
change in or enactment of any law or interpretation of existing
law, which results in additional cost/reduction in cost to
Contractor on account of the operation under the Contract,
the Company/Contractor shall reimburse/pay Contractor/
Company for such additional/reduced cost actually incurred.

In this context, the interpretation of Clause 23 of the contract by the Arbitral
Tribunal, to provide a wide interpretation cannot be accepted, as the thumb rule
of interpretation is that the document forming a written contract should be read
as a whole and so far as possible as mutually explanatory. In the case at hand,
this basic rule was ignored by the Tribunal while interpreting the clause.

From the aforesaid discussion, it can be said that the contract was based
on a fixed rate. The party, before entering the tender process, entered the
contract after mitigating the risk of such an increase. If the purpose of the tender
was to limit the risks of price variations, then the interpretation placed by the
Arbitral Tribunal cannot be said to be possible one, as it would completely defeat
the explicit wordings and purpose of the contract. There is no gainsaying that
there will be price fluctuations which a prudent contractor would have taken into
margin, while bidding in the tender. Such price fluctuations cannot be brought
under Clause 23 unless specific language points to the inclusion.

*292. CRIMINAL PRACTICE:

Sentencing Policy:

Criminal Law — Imposition of sentence — One of the prime objectives
of criminal law is imposition of appropriate, adequate, just and
proportionate sentence commensurate with the nature and gravity
of crime and the manner in which the same is done — No straitjacket
formula for sentencing an accused on proof of crime — Twin
objectives of the sentencing policy is deterrence and correction -
What sentence would meet the ends of justice depends on facts
and circumstances of each case and court must keep in mind the
gravity of the crime, motive for the crime, nature of offence and all
other attendant circumstances — Proportion between crime and
punishment bears the most relevant influence in determination of
sentencing the crime-doer — Court has to take into consideration
all aspects including social interest and conscience of the society
for award of appropriate sentence.
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Bhagirath v. State of M.P.

Judgment dated 07.11.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Revision No. 2100 of 2019,
reported in ILR (2020) MP 210
)
293. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 156(3), 173, 190 and 200

(i) Second complaint; maintainability of — Explained — Held, a
second complaint can lie only on fresh facts or even on
previous facts only if a special case is made out — E.g. where
previous order was passed on incomplete record or on
misunderstanding of the nature of complaint or was manifestly
absurd or unjust — Where earlier complaint was disposed of
on full consideration of the case on merit, second complaint is
not maintainable.

(ii) Second protest petition; maintainability of — Held, second
protest petition may also be entertained similarly on the
principles of entertaining second complaint.

qus yfepar wfedar, 1973 — €RIT 156(3), 173, 190 T4 200
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Samta Naidu and anr. v. State of Madhya Pradesh and anr.
Judgment dated 02.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 367 of 2020, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 378

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

A Bench of three Judges of this Court in Pramatha Nath Talukdar v. Saroj
Ranjan Sarkar, AIR 1962 SC 876 discloses that a complaint under Sections 467
and 471 read with Section 109 IPC was preferred on the allegations that an
unregistered deed of agreement purportedly executed on 19-1-1948, a transfer
deed in respect of 1000 shares purportedly executed on 5-2-1951 and the
minutes of proceedings of the Board meetings purporting to bear the signature
of late Sri Nalini Ranjan Sarkar were stated to have been forged. The Chief
Presidency Magistrate dismissed the complaint against which revision was
preferred before the High Court of Calcutta. Said revision petition was dismissed
and the matter was carried before this Court but the appeal was dismissed as
withdrawn. Thereafter, another complaint was brought under very same sections.
The Chief Presidency Magistrate took cognizance of the second complaint against
which order, revision was preferred in the High Court of Calcutta. The matter
came up before the Division Bench and the additional material projected in
support of the submission that the second complaint was maintainable was dealt
with by the Division Bench. The matter in that behalf was adverted to this Court
as under :

“In regard to the filing of a second complaint it held that a
fresh complaint could be entertained after the dismissal of
previous complaint under Section 203 of the Criminal
Procedure Code when there was manifest error or manifest
miscarriage of justice or when fresh evidence was
forthcoming. The Bench was of the opinion that the fact in
regard to the City Telephone Exchange was a new matter
and because Pramode Ranjan Sarkar was not permitted to
take a photostat copy of the minutes book, it was possible
that his attention was not drawn to the City Telephone
Exchange which was not in existence at the relevant time
and that there was sufficient reason for Pramode Ranjan
Sarkar for not mentioning the matter of City Exchange in
his complaint. It also held that the previous Chief Presidency
Magistrate Mr Chakraborty had altogether ignored the
evidence of a large number of witnesses who were competent
to prove the handwriting and signature of N.R. Sarkar and
he had no good reasons for not accepting their evidence.
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It could not be said therefore that there was a judicial
enquiry of the matter before the previous Chief Presidency
Magistrate; the decision was rather arbitrary and so resulted
in manifest miscarriage of justice. The Court was of the
opinion therefore that there was no reason to differ from
the finding of the Chief Presidency Magistrate Mr Bijoyesh
Mukerjee and that there was a prima facie case against the
appellants.”

The issue was considered by the majority judgment of this Court as under :

“Under the Code of Criminal Procedure the subject of
“complaints to Magistrates” is dealt with in Chapter XVI of
the Code of Criminal Procedure. The provisions relevant
for the purpose of this case are Sections 200, 202 and
203. Section 200 deals with examination of complainants
and Sections 202, 203 and 204 with the powers of the
Magistrate in regard to the dismissal of complaint or the
issuing of process. The scope and extent of Sections 202
and 203 were laid down in Vadilal Panchal v. Dattatraya
Dulaji Gha Digaonkar, AIR 1960 SC 1113. The scope of
enquiry under Section 202 is limited to finding out the truth
or otherwise of the complaint in order to determine whether
process should issue or not and Section 203 lays down
what materials are to be considered for the purpose. Under
Section 203 of the Criminal Procedure Code the judgment
which the Magistrate has to form must be based on the
statements of the complainant and of his witnesses and
the result of the investigation or enquiry, if any. He must
apply his mind to the materials and form his judgment
whether or not there is sufficient ground for proceeding.
Therefore if he has not misdirected himself as to the scope
of the enquiry made under Section 202 of the Criminal
Procedure Code, and has judicially applied his mind to the
material before him and then proceeds to make his order it
cannot be said that he has acted erroneously. An order of
dismissal under Section 203 of the Criminal Procedure Code,
is, however, no bar to the entertainment of a second
complaint on the same facts but it will be entertained only
in exceptional circumstances, e.g., where the previous order
was passed on an incomplete record or on a
misunderstanding of the nature of the complaint or it was
manifestly absurd, unjust or foolish or where new facts which
could not, with reasonable diligence, have been brought
on the record in the previous proceedings, have been
adduced. It cannot be said to be in the interests of justice
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that after a decision has been given against the complainant
upon a full consideration of his case, he or any other person
should be given another opportunity to have his complaint
enquired into. It held therefore that a fresh complaint can
be entertained where there is manifest error, or manifest
miscarriage of justice in the previous order or when fresh
evidence is forthcoming.”

XXX

In Shivshankar Singh v. State of Bihar, (2012) 1 SCC 130, a protest petition
was filed by the complainant even before a final report was filed by the police.
While the said protest petition was pending consideration, the final report was
filed, whereafter the second protest petition was filed. Challenge raised by the
accused that the second protest petition was not maintainable, was accepted
by the High Court. In the light of these facts the matter came to be considered
by this Court as under :

“Shri Gaurav Agrawal, learned counsel appearing for the
appellant has submitted that the High Court failed to
appreciate that the so-called first protest petition having
been filed prior to the filing of the final report was not
maintainable and just has to be ignored. The learned
Magistrate rightly did not proceed on the basis of the said
protest petition and it remained merely a document in the
file. The second petition was the only protest petition which could
be entertained as it had been filed subsequent to the filing of the
final report. ...

*k%k

Thus, it is evident that the law does not prohibit filing or
entertaining of the second complaint even on the same facts
provided the earlier complaint has been decided on the
basis of insufficient material or the order has been passed
without understanding the nature of the complaint or the
complete facts could not be placed before the court or where
the complainant came to know certain facts after disposal
of the first complaint which could have tilted the balance in
his favour. However, the second complaint would not be
maintainable wherein the earlier complaint has been
disposed of on full consideration of the case of the
complainant on merit.

19. The protest petition can always be treated as a complaint
and proceeded with in terms of Chapter XV CrPC. Therefore,
in case there is no bar to entertain a second complaint on
the same facts, in exceptional circumstances, the second
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protest petition can also similarly be entertained only under
exceptional circumstances. In case the first protest petition
has been filed without furnishing the full facts/particulars
necessary to decide the case, and prior to its entertainment by the
court, a fresh protest petition is filed giving full details, we fail
to understand as to why it should not be maintainable.”

*294.CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 157

295,

Delay in sending copy of FIR to Magistrate — Effect of — Reiterated,
unless serious prejudice is caused to the accused, mere delay in
compliance of Section 157 Cr.P.C. will not have any effect on the
prosecution case - Instantly, there was delay of 11 days — However,
FIR was prompt and post mortem was conducted on the same day —
Held, delay is not fatal.

qus gfepar wfadr, 1973 — aRT 157
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Ombir Singh v. State of Uttar Pradesh and anr.

Judgment dated 26.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal

Appeal No. 982 of 2011, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 378 (Three-Judge
Bench)

([
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 173 (8)
Further investigation — When the proposed accused against whom
further investigation is sought, is not required to be heard at this
stage, there is no question of hearing of the co-accused against
whom the charge-sheet is already filed and no relief of further
investigation is sought against him.

qus yfshar wfadar, 1973 — aRT 173 (8)

JrfafRed sravvr — W9 yxarfad AR e favg aifaRed sawor yiffa
fpar SITar @ &1 39 TWR R G B IJaeAHAT Tl 2, Ge—IPgad s
favg qd ¥ & YT yga o far 17 81 3k Sue favg uwardad!
AT HT AN g 7 f5ar = 81 IS4 g4 9 &1 U & T 2
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Satishkumar Nyalchand Shah v. State of Gujarat and ors.
Judgment dated 02.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 353 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1185

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

When the proposed accused against whom the further investigation is
sought, namely Shri Bhaumik is not required to be heard at this stage, there is
no question of hearing the appellant-one of the co-accused against whom the
charge-sheet is already filed and the trial against whom is in progress and no
relief of further investigation is sought against him. Therefore, the High Court is
absolutely justified in rejecting the application submitted by the appellant to
implead him as a party respondent in the Special Criminal Application.

296. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 197

(i) Sanction for prosecution of police officers — Object explained
— Held, object of sanction is to protect police officers from
harassive, retaliatory, revengeful and frivolous proceedings
— Sanction gives upright police officers the confidence to
discharge their official duties efficiently.

(ii) Sanction for prosecution — When necessary? Held, protection
of sanction is available only when alleged act is reasonably
connected with discharge of official duties and not cloak for
objectionable act — A police officer indulging in domestic
violence has no protection u/s 197 — An act done during
investigation of recorded criminal case is under the colour of
duty — Test to determine whether sanction is necessary or not
is whether the act is totally unconnected with official duty or
whether there is a reasonable connection with the official duty.

(iii) Sanction for prosecution — Stage at which necessity of sanction
may be examined - Held, necessity of sanction may be
determined at any stage of proceedings.

qus yfspar dfedr, 1973 — aRT 197

() yfera afreRaY & e & fog wiefa — Stw wsmaT ™ —
stifeiRa, ©efa &1 Sewd gfew sifaiRal &1 srvses,
gfaenel, s AR goo driaE 4 q9r[ @ — WiPpfd saFeR
gferd AIfeIRal &1 39 Ui Sdd Bl FIAAdd FdaT s &1
faeary faardt 21

(ii) RS & fag efa — w9 smaws =7 AfEiRa, gd—wdiefa a1
e il el @ o9 yea e ftreRe ddal @ fdsT 4
Hefora 81 R MuRIsa I &7 ATROT T B — =R fFar ¥ fora
gfera AfraT & aRT 197 & Fafa B wwaer 9 ¥ — uflag
JURTE P AW & SRM fHAT AT IS I By & frde H Iam
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2 — g% iR o7 3 Al % gd—afa smavas 2 sermar 78,
Ig 2 & 7 o IeRE sda & w1 g3 avg a2 I7erET,
T MBS B & AT IHT SIs Yfdagad Gee T |

(iii) sfreA @ fag wafa — ysa w19 Wfiefa o) smagasar &1 wdeor
foar <1 w@ar @ — affaiRa, ©efa o1 smawgear &1 iR
FHrfard & fedy A ypa wR fHar S q@ar 2

D. Devaraja v. Owais Sabeer Hussain
Judgment dated 18.06.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 458 of 2020, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 695

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Sanction of the Government, to prosecute a police officer, for any act related
to the discharge of an official duty, is imperative to protect the police officer
from facing harassive, retaliatory, revengeful and frivolous proceedings. The
requirement of sanction from the government, to prosecute would give an upright
police officer the confidence to discharge his official duties efficiently, without
fear of vindictive retaliation by initiation of criminal action, from which he would
be protected under Section 197 of the Code of Criminal Procedure. At the same
time, if the policeman has committed a wrong, which constitutes a criminal offence
and renders him liable for prosecution, he can be prosecuted with sanction from
the appropriate government.

Every offence committed by a police officer does not attract Section 197 of
the Code of Criminal Procedure. The protection given under Section 197 of the
Criminal Procedure Code has its limitations. The protection is available only
when the alleged act done by the public servant is reasonably connected with
the discharge of his official duty and official duty is not merely a cloak for the
objectionable act. An offence committed entirely outside the scope of the duty
of the police officer, would certainly not require sanction. To cite an example, a
police man assaulting a domestic help or indulging in domestic violence would
certainly not be entitled to protection. However, if an act is connected to the
discharge of official duty of investigation of a recorded criminal case, the act is
certainly under colour of duty, no matter how illegal the act may be.

If in doing an official duty a policeman has acted in excess of duty, but
there is a reasonable connection between the act and the performance of the
official duty, the fact that the act alleged is in excess of duty will not be ground
enough to deprive the policeman of the protection of government sanction for
initiation of criminal action against him.

The language and tenor of Section 197 of the Code of Criminal Procedure
makes it absolutely clear that sanction is required not only for acts done in discharge
of official duty, it is also required for an act purported to be done in discharge of
official duty and/or act done under colour of or in excess of such duty or authority.
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To decide whether sanction is necessary, the test is whether the act is
totally unconnected with official duty or whether there is a reasonable connection
with the official duty. In the case of an act of a policeman or any other public
servant unconnected with the official duty there can be no question of sanction.
However, if the act alleged against a policeman is reasonably connected with
discharge of his official duty, it does not matter if the policeman has exceeded
the scope of his powers and/or acted beyond the four corners of law.

If the act alleged in a complaint purported to be filed against the policeman
is reasonably connected to discharge of some official duty, cognizance thereof
cannot be taken unless requisite sanction of the appropriate government is
obtained under Section 197 of the Code of Criminal Procedure.

XXX

On the question of the stage at which the Trial Court has to examine whether
sanction has been obtained and if not whether the criminal proceedings should
be nipped in the bud, there are diverse decisions of this Court.

While this Court has, in D.T. Virupakshappa v. C. Subash, (2015) 12 SCC 231
held that the High Court had erred in not setting aside an order of the Trial
Court taking cognizance of a complaint, in exercise of the power under Section
482 of Criminal Procedure Code, in Matajog Dobey v. H.C. Bhari, AIR 1956 SC 44
this Court held it is not always necessary that the need for sanction under Section
197 is to be considered as soon as the complaint is lodged and on the allegations
contained therein. The complainant may not disclose that the act constituting
the offence was done or purported to be done in the discharge of official duty
and/or under colour of duty. However, the facts subsequently coming to light in
course of the trial or upon police or judicial enquiry may establish the necessity
for sanction. Thus, whether sanction is necessary or not may have to be
determined at any stage of the proceedings.

)
*297.CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Section 377
Appeal - Appeal filed by State against inadequate sentence -

Accused may plead for either acquittal or reduction of sentence
although no formal appeal against judgment was preferred by him.

qus yfshar wfadr, 1973 — aRT 377

Il — ST NI WA <vs & Iy R Idiad — fga sru
(I srerar SHa fawg AfiferRad gvseer # &t 31 Ir==m o Gaar
2, FeIft SuA fofa & fawg 913 ivaRe odfia uvga 78 &1 2|
State of Rajasthan v. Mehram and ors.

Judgment dated 06.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1894 of 2010, reported in AIR 2020 SC 2089
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*298 CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 386

299.

Appeal against acquittal — Order of acquittal recorded by trial Court
could be interfered with only if there was perversity in the finding
recorded by the trial Court — Mere fact that the Appellate Court has
a different opinion will not be sufficient to enable the Appellate
Court to set aside the order of acquittal — When trial Court has
recorded a finding of not proving the guilt, the Appellate Court
should interfere only if the findings are perverse and are not
possible by any reasonable person.

qus yfpar Afadar, 1973 — RT 386

Jdvfaa @ fawg arfila — AR <mrew grr aiffafea iwgfea @
JAMRY H TAEY Dad dd AT ST AHdT @ o4 fIaRT AR §RT dEdg
fd T frspul A gfdaerar 81 — tears ag a2 & diefla =amarera &
I BT 2, 3dieli <IRITe &1 IIWfad & IATQY Bl U B =g, F&TH
T @ ford gt 1Y 81T — w19 faarer =mare 1 iy arfaa 1 d s
31 freod dEag fHar 8 a9 rfiefi |maraa &t daa aHl sxaay ST
a1fey w9 var frsed e 81 va fasd) +f gfoagaa aafaa grr fear s
GHa T 8l |

Satish Kumar and anr. v. State of Himachal Pradesh and anr.

Judgment dated 02.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 19 of 2017, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1729 (Three-Judge
Bench)

[
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 389 and 436-A
Applicability of Section 436-A — Only that person who has undergone
detention for a period of one half or more of the maximum
prescribed punishment during investigation, inquiry or trial under
the Code is eligible for his release on personal bond with or without
sureties or bail, as the case may be — Contention that the accused
remains an under-trial prisoner during the pendency of the appeal
and the Appellate Court is competent to exercise the power
u/s 436-A of the Code not possible.

qus gfepar Gfadr, 1973 — €IV 389 U9 436—®

&RT 436—® B) GAISAAT — el 981 Afdd Sl AT, Sfd AT faaRor &
TIRM 3rfSrwan fAefRa gvs @ amer a7 arfere safer & forv ARl ¥ <ar =,
98 dfaara du93 Jar gfesy wfea ar fa gfefa «w sis o &1
IR & — I8 @ & ofid & da & IR AP faareEa 8 &
Ygdr © 3R rdielia =raray |fdr &) ORT 436—% & Aavia feaal &1
AT $A A 9AH 2, VAT AT ST 69 A8 2
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Maksud Sheikh Gaffur Sheikh v. State of Maharashtra
Judgment dated 28.08.2020 passed by the High Court of Bombay
(Nagpur Bench) in Criminal Application (APPA) No. 270 of 2020,
reported in 2020 CriLJ 3663 (FB)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Even though an appeal could be said to be continuation of trial in the
general sense of the term, it is not so for the purposes of Section 436-A of the
Code. The word “trial” used in Section 436-A of the Code is for achieving a
certain purpose, a defined goal of reducing the woes of a person in jail as he
faces trial, even before he is found guilty and to a larger extent also to decongest
overcrowded jails. The provision is benefic and remedial and, therefore, it must
be understood in the sense which sub-serves the purpose, which remedies the
situation or otherwise the remedial medicine may itself become the malady. So,
the meaning plainly conveyed by Section 436-A is that its benefit is intended
only for under-trial prisoners, and it is not possible to make any different or
alternate construction. When two different constructions are not fairly possible,
contingency of adopting that construction which favours the convict by granting
him benefit of Section 436-A of the Code does not arise and so, rule of liberal
construction would have no application here.

)

*300.CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 397 and 401
Revision against order of dismissal of complaint — Grant of
opportunity of hearing to accused - Held, restoration of complaint
in revision being prejudice to accused, the accused has a right to
be heard in such revision petition. [Manharibhai Muljibhai Kakadia v.
Shaileshbhai Mohanbhai Patel, (2012) 10 SCC 517 followed]

qus gfshar dfedr, 1973 — gRIY 397 UG 401

yRae GRS $A d ARY & fa6g gTaevr — PR 1 a3 1
sraeR faar s — aifffreiRa, gadieror 4 aRare &1 genu= siftgs &
fed @ faudia 2, ara: g &1 ¢ g=leror aifaeT A gaars &1 e R
2| [778RuTE goofiarg srefear 3. diderars alsTarg uca, (2012) 10
vadldl 517 IpARa]

Subhash Sahebrao Deshmukh v. Satish Atmaram Talekar and ors.
Judgment dated 18.06.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 2183 of 2011, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 625

301. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 24 and 30
(i) Confession; what constitutes? Explained — Admissibility of
confession and duty of Magistrate or authority recording
confession highlighted — Only voluntary confession is admissible
— Whether a confession is voluntary or not is a question of fact.
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(ii) Confession of a co-accused — When admissible? Held, to make
confession of a co-accused admissible, there should be a joint
trial.

e SIS, 1872 — €IRIY 24 U9 30

(i) wEhPla; T TET HRAT 2?7 — ATRAT D T3 — GEIPIA BT JrgIAT
wd gefiofa aiffiferRaa s aret afseg ¢ srear it & ada )
BT SIAT AT — q1F Wied GHipfa 8 I18a @ — bis AIPpid
HWiees & JeEl 78], 98 Ud q2d &1 Y & |

(i) "o &1 APl — $9 YT =? AfAFEiRa, Te—afrga a1
TP & I18a 991 & foag g@ faarer gar afag |

Raja alias Ayyappan v. State of Tamil Nadu
Judgment dated 01.04.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1120 of 2010, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 118

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The law of confession is embodied in Sections 24 to 30 of the Evidence
Act, 1872. The confession is a form of admission consisting of direct
acknowledgment of guilt in a criminal charge. In this connection, it is relevant to
notice the observations of the Privy Council in Pakala Narayana Swami v. King
Emperor, AIR 1939 PC 47 which is as under :

“... a confession must either admit in terms of an offence,
or at any rate substantially all the fact which constitute the
offence. An admission of a gravely incriminating fact, even
a conclusively incriminating fact, is not by itself a
confession....”

It is well settled that a confession which is not free from doubt about its
voluntariness, is not admissible in evidence. A confession caused by inducement,
threat or promise cannot be termed as voluntary confession. Whether a
confession is voluntary or not is essentially a question of fact. In State (NCT of
Delhi) v. Navjot Sandhu, (2005) 11 SCC 600 this Court has elaborately considered
this aspect as under :

“Confessions are considered highly reliable because no
rational person would make admission against his interest
unless prompted by his conscience to tell the truth.
Deliberate and voluntary confessions of guilt, if clearly
proved are among the most effectual proofs in law. (Vide
Taylor’s Treatise on the Law of Evidence, Vol. |.) However,
before acting upon a confession the court must be satisfied
that it was freely and voluntarily made. A confession by hope
or promise of advantage, reward or immunity or by force or
by fear induced by violence or threats of violence cannot
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constitute evidence against the maker of the confession.
The confession should have been made with full knowledge
of the nature and consequences of the confession. If any
reasonable doubt is entertained by the court that these
ingredients are not satisfied, the court should eschew the
confession from consideration. So also the authority
recording the confession, be it a Magistrate or some other
statutory functionary at the pre-trial stage, must address
himself to the issue whether the accused has come forward
to make the confession in an atmosphere free from fear,
duress or hope of some advantage or reward induced by
the persons in authority. Recognising the stark reality of
the accused being enveloped in a state of fear and panic,
anxiety and despair while in police custody, the Evidence
Act has excluded the admissibility of a confession made to
the police officer.”

XXX

The second question for consideration is whether the statement of two
other co-accused (Exts. P-26 and P-27) is admissible in evidence.

The confession statement of the co-accused was recorded by the
Superintendent of Police (PW 20) in Crime No. 160 of 1990. The appellant was
absconding, hence, the proclamation order was issued by the trial court and
thereafter the case was split against the appellant. A separate trial was conducted
against the appellant and the impugned judgment convicting the appellant-
accused has been passed by the Designated Court.

The contention of the learned Additional Advocate General, appearing for
the appellant, is that the appellant cannot take the advantage of his own wrong
to thwart the object and purpose of Section 15 of the TADA Act.

The learned Senior Counsel appearing for the appellant has submitted
that the confession statements of the two co-accused are not at all admissible
in evidence because there was no joint trial of those two co-accused with the
appellant. Therefore, Ext. P-26 and Ext. P-27 are not admissible in evidence.

Section 30 of the Evidence Act mandates that to make the confession of a
co-accused admissible in evidence, there has to be a joint trial. If there is no
joint trial, the confession of a co-accused is not at all admissible in evidence and,
therefore, the same cannot be taken as evidence against the other co-accused.
The Constitution Bench of this Court in Kartar Singh v. State of Punjab, (1994) 3 SCC
569, while considering the interplay between Section 30 of the Evidence Act and
Section 15 of the TADA Act held that as per Section 15 of the TADA Act, after the
amendment of the year 1993, the confession of the co-accused, is also a
substantive piece of evidence provided that there is a joint trial.
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302. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 45
MEDICAL NEGLIGENCE:

(i)

(i)

Medical negligence — Determination of — Application of Bolam’s
test — Ratio of Bolam’s case is that it is enough for the doctor to
show that the standard of care and skill exercised by him was
that of an ordinary competent medical practitioner — Held,
under changed jurisprudential thinking, standard of care as
enunciated in Bolam must evolve in consonance with its
subsequent interpretation adopted by English and Indian
Courts.

Expert evidence; evidentiary value of — Expert evidence is not
binding but mere advisory - It is for Court to decide as to how
much weight should be attached to it — Court must apply
scientific criteria furnished by expert to the facts of case and
form an independent opinion.

1&g 3rferfrad, 1872 — €IRT 45
Rifecasra Suar:

0

(i)

fafecaera Suar — fEiRr — gigy e 3 yarsaar — glaq @
e &1 gREeT I% @ 6 fafecas &1 ag <oi-n waiw 2 & s9e
§RT Ydd BT UG AGE ST A1 (d AR 969 fafecas @
R 31 o1 — sffeiRa, aRafda =mareme farR & 7R, dias
A aruféra |raEr &1 AFe R iR ARE™ [rRTe gR1 uATs
T 91 B AT B IJHY ST AR |

faers &1 W1er &1 Wiitd Jed — faeivg 3 91ed IEae R ghia a1
<2l Bl 2 =g I8 w19 91 2 — I8 AT Sl a9 ST © & 36
R faar e faar SrAn wnfae — Ao &l faeivs gRT Sude $R1Y
Y IS AFGS Bl A D a2l IR AN ) U W@ad Ad S9H1
1Ry |

Maharaja Agrasen Hospital and ors. v. Master Rishabh Sharma
and ors.

Judgment dated 16.12.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6619 of 2016, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 501

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

A perusal of the AIIMS Report 11.05.2012 shows that it was premised on
the alleged entry recorded by Appellant No.4 - Dr. S.N. Jha on 26.04.2005,
which records that ROP test was conducted, and no ROP was detected. We
have already recorded a finding that the entry made in the Treatment Sheet (at
pages 100 and 102 of the original Medical Records) seems to be an interpolation
done subsequently to cover up the failure of the Hospital and the Doctors to
advise or conduct the mandatory ROP check-up and follow-up protocol. The
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second point contained in the AIIMS Report that the baby was not taken to the
Paediatrics OPD is wholly fallacious. We have seen the medical records, and
find that the baby was, in fact, taken to the Paediatrics Unit of the General OPD.
Hence, the basis of the Report is misconceived, and cannot be relied upon.

It is well-settled that a Court is not bound by the evidence of an expert,
which is advisory in nature. The court must derive its own conclusions after
carefully sifting through the medical records, and whether the standard protocol
was followed in the treatment of the patient. The duty of an expert witness is to
furnish the Court with the necessary scientific criteria for testing the accuracy of
the conclusions, so as to enable the Court to form an independent opinion by
the application of this criteria to the facts proved by the evidence of the case.
Whether such evidence could be accepted or how much weight should be
attached to it is for the court to decide.

We accept the view taken by the National Commission in disregarding the
opinion of the Medical Board constituted by AlIMS.

XXX

Medical negligence is the breach of a duty of care by an act of omission or
commission by a medical professional of ordinary prudence. Actionable medical
negligence is the neglect in exercising a reasonable degree of skill and
knowledge to the patient, to whom he owes a duty of care, which has resulted in
injury to such person. The standard to be applied for adjudging whether the
medical professional charged has been negligent or not, in the performance of
his duty, would be that of an ordinary competent person exercising ordinary skill
in the profession. The law requires neither the very highest nor a very low degree
of care and competence to adjudge whether the medical professional has been
negligent in the treatment of the patient.

In earlier judgments, this Court referred to the Bolam test laid down in
Bolam v. Friern Hospital Management Committee, (1957) 2 All ER 118. In this case,
the doctor treating the patient suffering from mental illness was held not to be
guilty of medical negligence by the Queen’s Bench Division for failure to
administer muscle-relaxant drugs and using physical restraint in the course of
electro-convulsive therapy. McNair, J., in his opinion, explained the law in the
following words:

“... where you get a situation which involves the use of some
special skill or competence, then the test as to whether there
has been negligence or not is not the test of the man on the
top of a Clapham omnibus, because he has not got this special
skill. The test is the standard of the ordinary skilled man
exercising and professing to have that special skill. A man
need not possess the highest expert skill; it is well-established
law that it is sufficient if he exercises the ordinary skill of an
ordinary competent man exercising that particular art.”
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The ratio of the Bolam case (supra) is that it is enough for the doctor to
show that the standard of care and the skill exercised by him was that of an
ordinary competent medical practitioner exercising an ordinary degree of
professional skill. McNair, J., held that:

“... he [a Doctor] is not guilty of negligence if he has acted
in accordance with a practice accepted as proper by a
responsible body of medical men skilled in that particular
art.”

In recent years, the Bolam test has been discarded by the courts in England.
In Bolitho v. City and Hackney Health Authority, 1997 4 All ER 771, a five judge
bench of the House of Lords discarded it.

Lord Browne-Wilkinson, in Bolitho case (supra) speaking for the bench, in
his opinion stated that despite a body of professional opinion approving the
doctor’s conduct, a doctor can be held liable for negligence, if it is demonstrated
that the professional opinion is not capable of withstanding logical analysis.

A five judge bench of the Australian High Court in Rogers v. Whitaker, (1992)
109 Aus LR 625 identified the basic flaw involved in approaching the standard of
duty of care of a doctor as laid down in Belam (supra).

A seven-judge bench of the U.K. Supreme Court in a more recent judgment
delivered in Montgomery v Lanarkshire Health Board, 2015 AC 1430 traced the
changes in the jurisprudence of medical negligence in England, and held that
“patients are now widely regarded as persons holding rights, rather than as the
passive recipients of the care of the medical profession”. The Supreme Court
noted that the courts have tacitly ceased to apply the Bolam test in relation to
the advice given by the doctor to their patients.

This Court in V. Kishan Rao v. Nikhil Super Speciality Hospital, (2010) 5 SCC
513 has opined that the Bolam test requires re-consideration.

More recently, this Court in Arun Kumar Manglik v. Chirayu Health and
Medicare (P) Ltd., (2019) 7 SCC 401 has held that the standard of care as
enunciated in Bolam (supra) must evolve in consonance with its subsequent
interpretation adopted by English and Indian courts.

303. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 - Section 65
Secondary evidence; admissibility of — For admission of secondary
evidence, foundational evidence has to be given as to why original
evidence has not been produced - Further, foundational facts have
to be established for the existence of original — Instantly, original
will was allegedly handed over to Revenue Officials for mutation —
One Revenue Official admitted that there was another Revenue
Official (Patwari) and he is unaware whether Will was given to him -
Scribe of the original Will stated to have scribed the Will — Held,
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foundational facts as to existence and right to give secondary
evidence are established — Further held, admission of secondary
evidence by Court will not attest the authenticity, truthfulness and
genuineness of the document which will have to be established
during trial.

ey AffraH, 1872 — GRT 65

fgde w1 @) grerar — fgdiae @ @) aerar & feag O e
|1 41 Sl gl {6 I o w1y ywgd 81 @I S § — s9a sifafkad,
qd & AR H B9 G TR gl I AT HIAT 8T — T
AHe 4, o 9Hd BIUA ®U 9 A9 Af@BIRAl Bl AHiaRer  forg
gy 31 78 off — ta o AR A R fHar i a8t e o= Tera
B (Uear) i o1 iR 98 39 919 | A 2 6 T S axfraa &
g off — o afiaa & waf¥ar 3 AN w=fiaa fae afefRa fear -
affeiRa, sra @ siRa sk fediae w1 wiga a7 @ IR & forg
MR @A TI1fT Bld @ — It fiifeiRa, <mares g1 fgdiae aer
D1 YTEIAT SIS B A1, fazag=iaar iR arcfadar o1 g 781
Fecdl 2, o famor & IR wenfia &< s

Jagmail Singh and anr. v. Karamjit Singh and ors.
Judgment dated 13.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1889 of 2020, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 178

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

A perusal of Section 65 makes it clear that secondary evidence may be
given with regard to existence, condition or the contents of a document when
the original is shown or appears to be in possession or power against whom the
document is sought to be produced, or of any person out of reach of, or not
subject to, the process of the court, or of any person legally bound to produce
it, and when, after notice mentioned in Section 66 such person does not produce
it. It is a settled position of law that for secondary evidence to be admitted
foundational evidence has to be given being the reasons as to why the original
evidence has not been furnished.

It is trite that under the Evidence Act, 1872 facts have to be established by
primary evidence and secondary evidence is only an exception to the rule for
which foundational facts have to be established to account for the existence of
the primary evidence. In H. Siddiqui v. A. Ramalingam, (2011) 4 SCC 240, this
Court reiterated that where original documents are not produced without a
plausible reason and factual foundation for laying secondary evidence not
established it is not permissible for the court to allow a party to adduce secondary
evidence.
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In the case at hand, it is imperative to appreciate the evidence of the
witnesses as it is only after scrutinising the same opinion can be found as to the
existence, loss or destruction of the original will. While both the revenue officials
failed to produce the original will, upon perusal of the cross-examination it is
clear that neither of the officials has unequivocally denied the existence of the
will. PW 3 Rakesh Kumar stated during his cross-examination that there was
another patwari in that area and he was unaware if such will was presented
before the other patwari. He went on to state that this matter was 25 years old
and he was no longer posted in that area and, therefore, could not trace the
will. Moreover, PW 4 went on to admit that, “there was registered will which was
entered. There was a katchi (unregistered) will of Babu Singh was handed over
to Rakesh Kumar Patwari for entering the mutation...”. Furthermore, the prima
facie evidence of existence of the will is established from the examination of PW
1, Darshan Singh, who is the scribe of the will in question and deposed as
under:

“I have seen the will dated 24-1-1989 which bears my
signature as scribe and as well as witness.”

In view of the aforesaid factual situation prevailing in the case at hand, it is
clear that the factual foundation to establish the right to give secondary evidence
was laid down by the appellants and thus the High Court ought to have given them
an opportunity to lead secondary evidence. The High Court committed grave error
of law without properly evaluating the evidence and holding that the prerequisite
condition i.e. existence of will remained unestablished on record and thereby denied
an opportunity to the appellants to produce secondary evidence.

Needless to observe that merely the admission in evidence and making
exhibit of a document does not prove it automatically unless the same has been
proved in accordance with the law.

The appellants would be entitled to lead secondary evidence in respect of
the will in question. It is, however, clarified that such admission of secondary
evidence automatically does not attest to its authenticity, truthfulness or
genuineness which will have to be established during the course of trial in
accordance with law.

*304.EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 65-B

(i) Electronic evidence; admissibility of — Reference made to
larger Bench decided — Held, Sections 65-A and 65-B of the Act
are complete code in themselves in relation to admissibility of
electronic evidence — Requirement of certificate in terms of
Section 65-B(4) with an output of electronic record is
mandatory. [Shafhi Mohammad v. State of Himachal Pradesh, (2018) 2
SCC 801 overruled and Tomaso Bruno v. State of U.P, (2015) 7 SCC
178 held per incuriam.]
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(ii) Electronic evidence; admissibility of — Conclusion of the Bench
may be deduced in following points:

1.

ok

10.

Where original electronic record is produced in Court, it
is admissible without any certificate u/s 65-B(4) of the
Evidence Act.

Every output of electronic record is admissible in
evidence without production or proof of original, provided
it is supported by a certificate as contemplated u/s 65-B(4)
of a competent person.

It would be sufficient if such certificate is stated to the
best of knowledge “or” belief of the person issuing the
certificate.

Oral evidence in lieu of such certificate is not admissible.
Appropriate stage for production of certificate in criminal
cases is the stage of filing of charge-sheet. Similarly, in
civil cases, such certificate must be produced at the time
of presentation of plaint or written statement, as the case
may be, subject of course, to the provisions of Order VII
Rule 14 and Order VIII Rule 1A CPC.

A party who is not in possession or control of the electronic
device from which output of electronic record is
reproduced may apply to the Court seeking directions for
production of the certificate from requisite person.
Court may, at its discretion, allow such an application of a
party and direct the person concerned to produce such
certificate. Such powers are vested in every civil and
criminal Court by virtue of Sections 91 and 311 of CrPC,
Order XVI CPC and Section 165 of the Evidence Act.
Where a party has done everything possible to obtain the
necessary certificate from a third party over whom he has
no control, including through Court, then he may be
relieved of the requirement to produce certificate. Such
output of electronic record would be admissible without
certificate u/s 65-B(4).

All the intermediaries shall maintain the original electronic
records where its output is seized during investigation in
a segregated and secured manner.

Private individuals are not required to preserve the
original electronic record.

[*For detailed discussion, kindly see JOTI Journal Oct 2020
Issue, Part I, page 161]
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305.

B B Ffartar @ 4@ fear o gear 2 | sdag e Rate
BT YT ATSTYT ETRT 65—I(4) B FATOT U= & fa=m i urer g |
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Arjun Panditrao Khotkar v. Kailash Kushanrao Gorantyal and
ors.
Judgment dated 14.07.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil

Appeal No. 20825 of 2017, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 1 (Three — Judge
Bench)

)
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 - Section 101
Burden of proof — Liability of — When both parties come before the
court with their pleadings, they are liable to prove their case and if
evidence is led by both parties, under such circumstances, question
of burden of proof loses its significance.

ey Jfeif-ras, 1872 — €T 101

HYd & IR — IRGIIE — 949 Tl UEHR AR & GHE -39+
IPEFT & WA AT 2, I YA A B WIfAd P D ford Savarh T,
3R Afe <A1 vel §RT 916 UKd @1 9T 2, a9 ¢l Reafa A |9@ @ IR
ST YT YT Heed @l dT © |

Kastur Chand Jain (since dead) through L.R. Ashish Jain v.
Keshri Singh

Judgment dated 12.09.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Second Appeal No. 422 of 2009, reported
in 2020 (3) MPLJ 414

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

When both the parties, i.e. plaintiff and defendant come before the Court

with the respective pleadings, they are equally liable to prove their case pleaded
in the pleadings and if evidence being led by both the parties, then in such
circumstances, question of burden of proof loses its significance. See: Narayan
Bhagwantrao Gosavi Balajiwale v. Gopal Vinayak Gosavi and ors., AIR 1960 SC 100
and Arumugham and ors. v. Sundarambel & anr., (1999) 4 SCC 350 are worth
consideration in this regard because even if the controversy is seen from this
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angle then also defendant had to prove the pleadings regarding unsuitability of
accommodation for residential purpose which he purchased, if he wanted to
wriggle out of the ambit of Section 12 (1)(i) of the Act of 1961. In absence thereof,
Section 12 (1)(i) of the Act of 1961 would be a source of travesty of justice and
no landlord would able to get his tenanted premises evicted from a tenant
because suitability is a very subjective term and once the tenant has accepted
the existence of alternative accommodation owned and possessed by him, then
it is his duty to prove that the said accommodation is not suitable for residence.
Tenant cannot be given premium for his own omission.

306. EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 138 and 146
Witness — Cross-examination — In order to impeach the truthfulness
of his statement, the witness must be cross-examined to seek any
explanation in respect of a version, which accused wants to rely
upon — A party intending to bring evidence to impeach or contradict
the testimony of a witness must be given an opportunity of
explanation.

e Aferfaq 1872 — 9RIY 138 UG 146

areft — gfaudieor — w1efl @ doF @ g@ar &1 AT A B AgHI |
SH B @ wae ? et Afgad racig AT ArgdT 8, WSAHROT yTed
$ Bg AR B MR F gfauadieror sagy fear S afey — v& ue <t
|1eft 3 aRATET B FERT HIA AT SHBT G B v, AR YEIA HIAT
qTedl 2, S4 WISV YR B $I a6 3qa¥y f&ar s anfay |

Arvind Singh v. State of Maharashtra

Judgment dated 24.04.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in
Criminal Appeal No. 640 of 2016, reported in AIR 2020 SC 2451
(Three-Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The prosecution is required to bring home the guilt beyond reasonable
doubt. It is open to an accused to raise such reasonable doubt by cross-
examination of the prosecution witnesses to discredit such witness in respect of
truthfulness and veracity. However, where the statement of prosecution witnesses
cannot be doubted on the basis of the touchstone of truthfulness, contradictions
and inconsistencies, and the accused wants to assert any particular fact which
cannot be made out from the prosecution evidence, it is incumbent upon the
accused to cross-examine the relevant witnesses to that extent. The witness, in
order to impeach the truthfulness of his statement, must be cross-examined to
seek any explanation in respect of a version, which accused wants to rely upon
rather to raise an argument at the trial or appellate stage to infer a fact when
the opportunity given was not availed of as part of fair play while appreciating
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the statement of the witnesses. Thus, we hold that a party intending to bring
evidence to impeach or contradict the testimony of a witness must give an
opportunity to explain or answer when the witness is in the witness box.

307. HINDU LAW:
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 21, 58, 101, 102 and 115

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Property of Hindu Undivided Family — Proof of — Burden lies
upon the person who alleges the existence of HUF — Not only
jointness of family is to be proved but it has also to be proved
that property belongs to the HUF, unless there is material on
record to show that property is nucleus of the joint Hindu family
or that it was purchased from the funds of nucleus.
Admission — Evidentiary value of — Held, an admission is not
conclusive proof of the matter stated therein - It is a piece of
evidence which can be proved to be erroneous or untrue - It
may become conclusive by estoppel if the person to whom it
was made acts upon it to his detriment.

Doctrine of election and doctrine of approbate or reprobate —
Held, where a party knowingly accepts the benefit of a
document, it is estopped to deny the validity or binding effect
of such document on him — One cannot blow both hot and cold
at the same time.

%ﬂﬁfﬁ:
rey Fferfea|, 1872 — 9IRTY 21, 58, 101, 102 U4 115

0

(i)

(iii)

fa=g_ srfawifora g &1 guly — wifda fean e — 9R 99 aafe W)
fafea 2 @1 fa=g aifawfera g @ sRa@ &1 <1aT xal @ — 9 dad
IRAR B FYHdl |Ifad 1 oI 81, afes gz N |ifaa sx=m g
o wulRy fa=g srfawifora ggm @) 2. o9 9@ & ifiela R I8 fR@m
@ fag wrrfY 81 6 Sufty G 25 tRIR &1 & o= ¢ rorar I8
ISP O PN A Ifia I TE T

wpfa — aiftas qea — afifeiRa, e ©iefa s Sfeafaa
Jadeg BT fFreamae gamr T8 @ — I8 U 91ed © Sl Ffeyel a1 e
|Ifd fHar < Gaar @ — Iz fadg & Rigia g1 fFearas 8 el
2 afe 98 aafp 5 wefa o1 18 off, s9a MR ) I+ fa @
faufia sRars var 2 |

frratas &1 RigTa sk srgHica a1 gmad = &1 Rigia — sififeiRa,
I8l TP 98aR Goidl 4 fodfl ads @ o &1 T fieR $ar 2,
dl 98 I TXESl B d8ar AT ISR 919 9 FTHR S D foIg
fagfera 81 simar @ — 313 i $1 79 ofa < ve wrer T ser edanz |

JOTI JOURNAL - DECEMBER 2020 - PART I 424



Bhagwat Sharan (Dead) through LRs v. Purushottam and ors.
Judgment dated 03.04.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6875 of 2008, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 387

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The law is well settled that the burden is on the person who alleges that the
property is a joint property of an HUF to prove the same. Reference in this behalf
may be made to the judgments of this Court in Bhagwan Dayal v. Reoti Devil, AIR
1962 SC 287. Both the parties have placed reliance on this judgment. In this case
this Court held that the general principle is that a Hindu family is presumed to be
joint unless the contrary is proved. It was further held that where one of the
coparceners separated himself from other members of the joint family there was no
presumption that the rest of coparceners continued to constitute a joint family.
However, it was also held that at the same time there is no presumption that because
one member of the family has separated, the rest of the family is no longer a joint
family. However, it is important to note that this Court in Bhagwati Prasad Sah and ors.
v. Dulhin Rameshwari Kuer and ors., 1951 SCC 486 held as follows:-

. Except in the case of reunion, the mere fact that
separated coparceners chose to live together or act jointly
for purposes of business or trade or in their dealings with
properties, would not give them the status of coparceners
under the Mitakshara law.”

XXX

An admission made by a party is only a piece of evidence and not conclusive
proof of what is stated therein. It is in this light that we have to examine the
admission made by Hari Ram and his brothers while filing the written statement
to the suit filed by Seth Budhmal. In paragraph 6 the averment was that the
defendants constituted trading Joint Hindu Family. It is obvious that the admission
was with regard to a trading family and not HUF. In view of the law cited above,
it is clear that not only jointness of the family has to be proved but burden lies
upon the person alleging existence of a joint family to prove that the property
belongs to the joint Hindu family unless there is material on record to show that
the property is the nucleus of the joint Hindu family or that it was purchased
through funds coming out of this nucleus. In our opinion, this has not been
proved in the present case. Merely because the business is joint would not
raise the presumption that there is a Joint Hindu Family. As far as paragraph 8 is
concerned in our view there is no clear-cut admission. The allegation made was
that the minors were represented by defendant nos. 1-3, who were head of their
respective branches. In reply to this it was stated that defendant nos.1-3 were
neither the head or the karta, nor the mortgage transaction was made in that
capacity. This admission cannot be said to be an unequivocal admission of there
being a joint family.
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In Nagubai Ammalv. B. Shama Rao, AIR 1956 SC 593 which is the locus classicus
on the subject it was held as follows:-

“An admission is not conclusive as to the truth of the matters
stated therein. It is only a piece of evidence, the weight to
be attached to which must depend on the circumstances
under which it is made. It can be shown to be erroneous or
untrue, so long as the person to whom it was made has not
acted upon it to his detriment, when it might become
conclusive by way of estoppel.”

XXX

It is also not disputed that the plaintiff and defendant nos. 1-3 herein filed
suit for eviction of an occupant in which he claimed that the property had been
bequeathed to him by Hari Ram. According to the defendants the plaintiff having
accepted the Will of Hari Ram and having taken benefit of the same, cannot turn
around and urge that the Will is not valid and that the entire property is a joint
family property. The plaintiff and defendant nos. 1-3 by accepting the bequest
under the Will elected to accept the will. It is trite law that a party cannot be
permitted to approbate and reprobate at the same time. This principle is based
on the principle of doctrine of election. In respect of Wills, this doctrine has
been held to mean that a person who takes benefit of a portion of the Will
cannot challenge the remaining portion of the Will. In The Rajasthan State Industrial
Development and Investment Corpn. and anr. v. Diamond and Gem Development
Corporation Ltd. and anr, AIR 2013 SC 1241 this Court made an observation that
a party cannot be permitted to “blow hot and cold”, “fast and loose” or “approbate
and reprobate”. Where one party knowingly accepts the benefits of a contract
or conveyance or an order, it is estopped to deny the validity or binding effect
on him of such contract or conveyance or order.

The doctrine of election is a facet of law of estoppel. A party cannot blow
hot and cold at the same time. Any party which takes advantage of any instrument
must accept all that is mentioned in the said document. It would be apposite to
refer to the treatise ‘Equity-A course of lectures’ by F.W. Maitland, Cambridge
University, 1947, wherein the learned author succinctly described principle of
election in the following terms:-

“The doctrine of Election may be thus stated: That he who
accepts a benefit under a deed or will or other instrument
must adopt the whole contents of that instrument, must
conform to all its provisions and renounce all rights that
are inconsistent with it. ...”
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308. HINDU MARRIAGE ACT, 1955 - Section 13
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Section 125
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 45, 112 and 114

(i)

(i)

Applicability of DNA test in maintenance case — DNA test is not

mandatory in each and every proceeding u/s 125 of Cr.P.C.

Following circumstances are sufficient to prove that the child

is the legitimate child of the husband -

(1) Relationship of husband and wife is in existence,

(2) During their relationship the child was born,

(3) The marriage between the parties has not been dissolved

(4) The birth of the child having taken place during the
subsistence of valid marriage and the husband was having
access to his wife.

Refusal by wife for DNA test — Cannot be taken into consideration

in case filed u/s 125 of Cr.P.C. for drawing the presumption

against her.

fe=q faare aferfram, 1955 — oRT 13
gus yfhar dfdr, 1973 — &RT 125
arey Aferfead, 1872 — 9IRIU 45, 112 U9 114

0
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Badri Prasad Jharia v. Vatsalya Jharia

Order dated 26.06.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh in Criminal Revision No. 1431 of 2018, reported in
2020 CriLJ 3025
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Relevant extracts from the order:

The position of law is different in the case of Section 13 of Hindu Marriage
Act and the application filed under Section 125 of Cr.P.C. “Adultery” is a ground
for “Divorce” under Section 13 of Hindu Marriage Act. For proving adultery, the
DNA test will definitely be useful as per the established law discussed above. If
the wife is refusing for DNA test, then her refusal may be considered as a ground
for drawing adverse inference against her. But the position under Section 125
of Cr.P.C. is different. Section 125 (1)(b) of Cr.P.C. provides that the person is
also liable to grant the maintenance to his illegitimate minor child.

309. HINDU MARRIAGE ACT, 1955 — Section 13 (1) (ia)
Divorce on the ground of cruelty — Whether filing a criminal case
by one of the spouses and acquittal therein would automatically be
treated as a ground of cruelty for granting divorce? Held, No — Such
an interpretation will be against the statutory provision.

fewg_ faars siferfras, 1955 — aRIG 13 (1) (i9)

HXAT B IR R fIae—faes8T — w1 ufi—uch # 4 & & g1 MRS
PR YR fHar S 3R SEd IIvfda 8 o Wd: hRar & w9 d
faars—faw8T @ MR @ ®U A 7= & srgn? sffeifRa, 78 — g
frd=a= dfafere graamY @ gfaga g

Mangayakarasi v. M. Yuvaraj

Judgment dated 03.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1912 of 2020, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1198 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The tenor of the substantial questions of law as framed in the instant case
and decision taken on that basis if approved, it would lead to a situation that in
every case if a criminal case is filed by one of the parties to the marriage and
the acquittal therein would have to be automatically treated as a ground for
granting divorce which will be against the statutory provision.

However, in the present facts as already indicated, the situation is not so.
Though a criminal complaint had been lodged by the wife and husband has been
acquitted in the said proceedings the basis on which the husband had approached
the Trial Court is not of alleging mental cruelty in that regard but with regard to her
intemperate behaviour regarding which both the courts below on appreciation of
the evidence had arrived at the conclusion that the same was not proved. In that
background, if the judgment of the High Court is taken into consideration, we are of
the opinion that the High Court was not justified in its conclusion.
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310. HINDU MINIORITY AND GUARDIANSHIP ACT, 1956 — Sections 7 and 11
De facto guardian — De facto guardian of a Hindu cannot deal with
minor’s property — Merely on the ground of his or her being a de
facto guardian of the minor, no person is entitled to dispose of or
deal with the property of a Hindu minor.

&= sryTeaaadr dIm Gxerhdr Afifad, 1956 — €RIY 7 U9 11
qEIfdd H&Ed — o IJqAEDh [8g &1 arEdfas Axed JYT<ad I "ufed
ST HIST 81 B GbdT — 39 AR & a0 819 & uarq &ig ) afad
foft suTaw &) Wufed @ FMuer a1 @it &1, o9d s a1 DY
IRAfI®s &P B D AR WR THER T8l 2 |

Varun Talreja v. Muskan Talreja and anr.

Judgment dated 11.09.2019 passed by the High Court of Madhya
Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Miscellaneous Appeal No. 422 of 2009,
reported in 2020 (3) MPLJ 460 (DB)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is also true that Mr. Parmanand is not a Court appointed guardian but is
de facto guardian. Learned lower Court has rightly referred to provisions
contained in Section 11 of the Hindu Minority and Guardianship Act, 1956, which
provides that de facto guardian not to deal with minor’s property. Section 11 of
the Hindu Minority and Guardianship Act, 1956, provides that after the
commencement of this Act, no person shall be entitled to dispose of, or deal
with, the property of a Hindu minor merely on the ground of his or her being a de
facto guardian of the minor.

311. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 34, 149 and 302
Conversion of conviction from Section 302 r/w/s 149 to one u/s 302
rlwls 34 — When permissible? Held, existence of common intention
and participation in some manner by the person sought to be held
liable u/s 34 must be established — When some doubt exists as to
common intention, conversion not justified.

ARJIT gvs Gfgdr, 1860 — &IRIY 34, 149 UG 302

HRT 302 GEUfSd &IRT 149 & 3T <IuRifg &1 aRT 302 GEUfST &IRT 34 &
aef HuRads — &9 3rgaa 22 aififuiRa, fed aafea <t arT 34 &
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eE 8 dl guRad+a =arfaa = 2
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Chellappa v. State through The Inspector of Police

Order dated 04.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 420 of 2011, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 160 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the order:

Section 34 IPC is not a substantive offence. Before a person can be held
responsible under this section, it must be established that there was a common
intention and the person being sought to be held liable must have participated
in some manner in the act constituting the offence. The common intention shared
by the accused should be anterior in time to the commission of the offence, but may
develop on the spot when the crime is committed. [see Virendra Singh v. State of
M.P, (2010) 8 SCC 407] However, from a perusal of the impugned High Court judgment
[Kennady v. State, Criminal Appeal (MD) No. 1 of 2006, order dated 19-12-2007 (Mad)],
as well as the submissions of the prosecution, it is clear that no reasoning or evidence
has been advanced as to the fulfilment of the requirements for the conviction of
the appellant-accused under Section 34 IPC in the present case.

Further, a perusal of the circumstantial evidence in the case does not clearly
indicate that the appellant-accused had common intention with the main accused
to kill the deceased. In fact, from the statement of PW 2, it is clear that at the
time of the incident the main accused was the only person who reacted to the
words of the deceased and his family members asking them to make way, and
stabbed the deceased in the spur of the moment. As such, when some doubt
exists as to the common intention animating the appellant-accused, the same
must inure to the benefit of the appellant-accused.

Therefore, after hearing the submissions advanced by the parties and
carefully perusing the material placed on record, we are of the opinion that the
conviction and sentence of the appellant-accused under Section 302 IPC read
with Section 34 IPC deserves to be set aside as the same is not proved beyond
reasonable doubt.

312. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 84

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 - Section 9

(i) Test Identification Parade — Refusal to participate — Effect of —
Held, refusal to participate in TIP proceedings establish the
accused’s guilty conscience and ought to be given substantial
weight.

(ii) Plea of unsoundness of mind — When should be raised? Held,
such plea ought to be raised during trial itself — In order to
succeed in such plea, accused must show by preponderance
of probabilities that he suffered from a serious-enough mental
disorder which affects his ability to distinguish right from
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wrong — Further held, it must also be established that accused
was afflicted by such disability at the time of crime and sans for
such impairment, crime would not have been committed.

ARdI qUs wfedl, 1860 — ©IIRT 84

ey feraH, 1872 — OIRT 9
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TG HRar @ 3R 39 29 b1 IRAH A fear s=m anfgv |

(i) fagpafacar &1 991 — B9 IorAT WA ATfRy? IffrEiRa, ¢aT 94T
fdarer & SR & e/ 9T ARy — U Jiffard &) Gl @ fog,
IFY® P AFRFATSATT Y HHTIAT B §RT <21 3N fF 98 fHa
ia—THR afte faer 9 fifsa o S Sa@! Tad 9 98 &1 9
B DY GHAT B YA BaT @ — AR AfeiRa, ag f arfeq fear
ST 912y & sravre & wwa Y siftrgaa v fFrafvaar & gwra A o
3R 39 YbR gyaIfad = 819 R Iruxter "fed 1LY ghar|

Mohd. Anwar v. State (NCT of Delhi)

Judgment dated 19.08.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 1551 of 2010, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 391 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The testimonies of the witnesses are indeed impeccable and corroborative
of each other. The crime of robbery with hurt has been established by the
testimony of PW-1 and the other evidence on record. The complainant (PW-1)
had no motive to falsely implicate the appellate and/or to allow the real culprits
to go scot-free. The refusal to participate in the TIP proceedings and the lack of
any reasons on the spot, undoubtedly establish the appellant’s guilty conscience
and ought to be given substantial weight. The three-day delay in registration of
FIR, as projected by the appellant, is devoid of factual basis. The original record
shows that the complaint was, in fact, registered within a few hours of the incident
on 18.05.2001. It was because of preliminary police enquiry that another two
days passed between reporting and subsequent lodging of FIR on 20.05.2001.

XXX

Pleas of unsoundness of mind under Section 84 of IPC or mitigating
circumstances like juvenility of age, ordinarily ought to be raised during trial
itself. Belated claims not only prevent proper production and appreciation of
evidence, but they also undermine the genuineness of the defence’s case.
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Mere production of photocopy of an OPD card and statement of mother on
affidavit have little, if any, evidentiary value. In order to successfully claim defence
of mental unsoundness under Section 84 of IPC, the accused must show by
preponderance of probabilities that he/she suffered from a serious-enough
mental disease or infirmity which would affect the individual’s ability to distinguish
right from wrong. Further, it must be established that the accused was afflicted
by such disability particularly at the time of the crime and that but for such
impairment, the crime would not have been committed. The reasons given by
the High Court for disbelieving these defences are thus well reasoned and
unimpeachable.

)
313. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 302 and 364

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 — Sections 235(2) and 354

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 65-B

(i) Admissibility of electronic evidence — Non-examination of the
officer of the mobile company cannot be said to be fatal to the
case of the prosecution, more particularly, when the CDR has
been got exhibited, through the deposition of the Investigating
Officer and when the same was exhibited, no objection was
raised on behalf of the defence.

(ii) Hostile witness — As per the settled proposition of law, even
the deposition of the hostile withess to the extent it supports
the case of the prosecution can be relied upon.

(iii) Hearing on question of sentence — The object of Section 235 (2)
CrPC is to provide an opportunity to accused to adduce
mitigating circumstances — If the accused is ready to submit
his arguments on this aspect on the very day of pronouncement
of the judgment of conviction, it is open for the Trial Court to
hear the parties on sentence on the same day after passing
the judgment of conviction.

(iv) Mitigating circumstances — The mental condition of the accused
at the time of the commission of the offence and other factors
related to the mitigating circumstances are in favour of the
accused to convert the death sentence to life imprisonment.

ARG gvs Gfddl, 1860 — &IRIY 302 Ud 364

v yfepar wfear, 1973 — RIG 235(2) U9 354

ey AfSfad, 1872 — ORT 65—

(i) sdagiIe G1ET B YTEAT — A HUN B JRHN BT T 7
BT ST PRSI @ forg arae <181 $81 o1 ddbal, 98 |l a4, wdfe
AT ATHRY DY ATET B TR IR Bid fecd RPpre (M3 &I
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y<Ria f&ar < g1 8l 3R U4 ycRia f&d o & 993 9919 ug a1
AR F PIg Imufca y&ga 78 &1 T B |

(i) uasidl @l — fAfy @ gfoufea Rrgia @ AR vagid wiEfl 39
|11 9 W1 aa fazara foear < waar @ S AR & Ad &1
awef Bl 8l |

(iii) vS B YT W FAIS — TU.H. B IRT 235 (2) ST S Afgaa &1
THT FaER IUAT BT 2 [ 98 agaradr aRRIRET ywga )
o — afe fryaa qrwfifg &1 fofa aiffa 53 o @ e & s«
99 A @ UK 1 @ fag dAIR @ 99 faaror |marer s faa
giufifE &1 fFofa oiRa %9 @ IWRIT 9eadRT &1 ISR WR g
|HAT 2 |

(iv) agarar aRRefaat — R $1RT 5 91 @ 999 IfRgaa a0
AR® Reafd va agara Rl uRRef™l 9 W9 s aR® <l arfirgad
® 99 H B g IUSTRY Pl 3ol FRIEN 7 yRafda &wd 2 |

Manoj Suryavanshi v. State of Chhattisgarh

Judgment dated 05.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 388 of 2020, reported in (2020) 4 SCC 451 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Phone calls made at 11.00 pm on the mobile of the accused in the night of
11.02.2011 has been established and proved by the prosecution by producing
the call details from the mobile company (produced as Ex.P.30). The accused
has failed to give any explanation on the same in his statement under Section
313 Cr.P.C. Non-examination of the officer of the mobile company cannot be
said to be fatal to the case of the prosecution, more particularly, when the CDR
has been got exhibited, through the deposition of the Investigating Officer and
when the same was exhibited, no objection was raised on behalf of the defence.
Even otherwise, it is required to be noted that the mobile SIM No. 9179484724
was seized from the accused at the time of his arrest and which is proved as per
the seizure memo. Therefore, the prosecution has proved that the mobile SIM
No. 9179484724 belonged to the accused.

One other important evidence against the accused is the deposition of
P.W.13-Ashok Kumar Madhukar. The accused was found hiding in the house of
said Ashok Kumar Madhukar situated at village Lakharam which is 5-6 kilometers
away. It is true that the said witness has turned hostile. However, in the cross-
examination by the prosecution, P.W. 13 has specifically stated that the accused
Manoj told him that the children of Shivlal had gone missing and Shivlal has
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lodged a report against him and the police is looking for him. He has specifically
stated in the cross examination that he engaged the accused Manoj in
conversation and thereafter the police came and took Manoj after arresting
him. Therefore, the fact that the accused was found from the house of said
Ashok Kumar Madhukar from village Lakharam has been established and proved,
despite the said Ashok Kumar Madhukar has turned hostile. As per the settled
proposition of law, even the deposition of the hostile withess to the extent it
supports the case of the prosecution can be relied upon.

The object of Section 235 (2) of the Cr.P.C is to provide an opportunity for
accused to adduce mitigating circumstances. This does not mean, however,
that the Trial Court can fulfill the requirements of Section 235(2) of the Cr.P.C.
only by adjourning the matter for one or two days to hear the parties on sentence.
If the accused is ready to submit his arguments on this aspect on the very day
of pronouncement of the judgment of conviction, it is open for the Trial Court to
hear the parties on sentence on the same day after passing the judgment of
conviction. (See — ‘X’ v. State of Maharashtra, (2019) 7 SCC 1)

The mental condition of the accused at the time of the commission of the
offence and that the accused was under extreme mental disturbance due to his
wife having eloped with the uncle of the deceased and that his children were
deprived of the company of their mother, the mitigating circumstances are in
favour of the accused to convert the death sentence to life imprisonment.

®
314. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Sections 302 and 498-A

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE, 1973 - Sections 273 and 317

Criminal trial - Recording of the statements of the witnesses in

absence of the accused without assigning any reason — It amounts

to violation of the mandatory provision contained in Section 273

CrPC.

ARG gvs Af&dr, 1860 — ©IRIU 302 Ud 498—F

gus gfpar Gfzdar, 1973 — aRIC 273 T 317

RIS faaRor — sRor sfdfaRad fey fam siffrgea @1 srguiRerfa # qreh
P B AFfIRIT AT T Y. B ORT 273 d SUSTEA NS TATHS YTaeT=
@ Jeaiad & GAGd BT |

Gajendra Singh v. State of Madhya Pradesh

Judgment dated 05.03.2020 passed by the High Court of Madhya

Pradesh (Gwalior Bench) in Criminal Revision No. 241 of 2013,
reported in 2020 CriLJ 3188 (M.P.)
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In the case at hand, it is borne out from the record/order sheets that all the
prosecution witnesses were examined in absence of the accused/appellant and
on those dates no specific reasoned order had been passed by the Trial Court
under which the evidence of witnesses would have been recorded in absence of
the appellant. Apart from this, the pleader of the accused/appellant had not
given any version or statement that he was authorized by the accused to examine
the said witnesses in absence of the accused/appellant.

In the light of the law laid down in the case of Atma Ram & ors. v. State of
Rajasthan, 2019 CrLR (SC) 633, it has been held that no examination and cross-
examination of the witnesses could have been undertaken. The Trial Court erred
in recording the statements of the witnesses in absence of the appellant
overlooking the mandatory provision contained in Section 273 Cr.P.C.

[
315. INDIAN PENAL CODE, 1860 — Section 307

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 27

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE:

(i) Witnesses — Appreciation of — Evidence of witnesses has to
be read as a whole — Words and sentences cannot be truncated
and read in isolation.

(ii) Recovery of weapon from open field — When reliable? Held,
where weapons were dug out from underneath the sand in
open ground at the behest of accused, it cannot be said that
recovery was from open place accessible to all — Inability of
investigating officer to recall details as to houses, roads and
streets after several years, is immaterial.

AR €vs Hiddl, 1860 — ®IIRT 307

ared SfferfraH, 1872 — GRT 27

|q1Ed BT JATH:

(i) e &1 qene — AiféEl & $o quidr # 98 o arfey — sl
AR arF B AT B faerar A L) ueT W1 Awar 2 |

(i) g A3 4 AR o /e — 9 e sE? sfifeiRa,
o8l g™ &1 fFenedl W) gd A% # 9 @ 4 4 R &
EledR FPTe 1, 981 I8 81 S8l ol ¥l {6 axmaifl U4 g
I | 31 78 o 9 & forg o o — srgaar el g1RT =’
Asd! AR Aferal &1 fIavor 91 HA A J&HaT IREH B |
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Mustak alias Kanio Ahmed Shaikh v. State of Gujarat
Judgment dated 18.06.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 488 of 2017, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 237

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

With the greatest of respect, the evidence of the witnesses have to be
read as a whole. Words and sentences cannot be truncated and read in isolation.
The witness has categorically stated that he would be able to identify and actually
identified the driver of the motor cycle as the Appellant. The PW-11 being the
Judicial Magistrate has corroborated identification of the Appellant by the
complainant in the Test Identification Parade.

XXX

Ms. Arora argued that the Prosecution could not have relied on recovery
of a weapon from an open field after one month from the date of the alleged
incident. PW-14, Investigating Officer, could not stand the test of cross-
examination with regard the description of the place of alleged recovery and the
direction thereto. To buttress her arguments, Ms. Arora referred to the cross-
examination of the PW-14 where he stated:-

“Itis not true that the place from where the accused found the
weapon is situated too far and deep from the main road. | do
not recall now that after getting down from the Jeep and to
reach to the place, it comes after three curves, or not, | do not
recall now. It is true that too many residential houses comes
on the way, | cannot say that what is situated in front of row of
those residential houses. It is true that the place from where
the weapon was found out was open space, there was no
traffic. | have not recorded statement of anyone form the
residential houses situated nearby the said place.”

In my considered opinion, minor discrepancies in evidence and inability to
recall details of the description of houses, roads and streets after several years,
do not vitiate the evidence of recovery itself. The Appellant showed the police
the spot where the weapons had been hidden under the sand.

From the evidence and materials on record it cannot be said that recovery of
the weapon of offence was from an open place accessible to all. The weapons were
dug out from underneath the sand in an open ground behind the Shah Alam Dargah.

*316.INTERPRETATION OF STATUTES:
Interpretation of statutes — Two conflicting provisions of same
statute — Principles of interpretation — Held, if two conflicting views
are possible and they cannot be reconciled, court must adopt the
interpretation that furthers the intention of the legislature — Verba
ita sunt intelligenda ut res magis valeat quam pereat followed.
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317.

dfafern &1 fad=e:

dfafert &1 fd=s — e € fafsr @ <1 faiemar yraems — fd=a @
frgra — afifeiRa, afe @ faxtamrd 79 g9q 8, aR e e
T 8 adhar 81, 981 AT &1 N1 fdae syar arfee o faenfier «
IERYT Bl TR R — gl &7 ¢ar ef wer aifed f& sawd fadta
yuraeficr &1 7 & el 8 oy, IgaRa |

Managing Director, Chhattisgarh State Co-operative Bank
Maryadit v. Zila Sahkari Kendriya Bank Maryadit and ors.
Judgment dated 04.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1961 of 2020, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 411

°

LAND REVENUE CODE, 1959 (M.P.) — Section 158 (1) (d) (i)

REWA STATE LAND REVENUE AND TENANCY CODE, 1935 — Section 44

VINDHYA PRADESH ABOLITION OF JAGIRS AND LAND REFORMS ACT,

1952 — Sections 26 and 28

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 58

CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 41 Rule 27

(i) Bhumiswami Right — Pawaidar, uls 44 of the Code of 1935 was
empowered to issue lease and lease holder became direct
tenant of the State in place of Jagirdar u/s 26 of the Act of 1952
and u/s 28 of the Act they became a Pattedar-Tenant — A Pattedar
Tenant in Vindhya Pradesh in possession of the lands became
Bhumiswami u/s 158 (1) (d) (i) of the M.P. Land Revenue Code.

(ii) Admission — Section 58 of the Evidence Act postulates that the
things admitted need not be proved — Proviso to Section 58 of
the Evidence Act gives full discretion to court to require the
fact admitted to be proved otherwise than by such admission.

(iii) Additional document — Production of additional evidence -
Explained — An application for production of additional
evidence cannot be allowed if appellant was not diligent in
producing the relevant documents in lower court — However,
in the interest of justice and when satisfactory reasons are
given, court can entertain additional documents.

H—XToa dfedr, 1959 (H.9.) — a1 158 (1) (&) (Vb)

a1 TF {IIoRa AT HIRAHRNI G@iEdn, 1935 — €RT 44
faea y3er SRR S=9{a9 va 1 gar ififrr, 1952 — oRIg
26 Ud 28

e IferfH, 1872 — €IRT 58

fafaar ufebar wfgar, 1908 — smwr 41 w27
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(i) “frarh affeR — 1935 31 Aikdar @ aRI—44 @ Y@9EE & IJdAd
YqrgSIv USTl SRT B B, 9ad AT 3R 1952 & IJAFRAFRA &) ari
26 @ AT d USRS WRRGR & I IR e 59 & fHIgeR 949
Y gd AT Y gRT 28 B @A o Th USIR—THULER 8 T |
TEAYQ Y —ToiRg Sfedr &1 arT 158 (1) (9) (i) @ aia fFeauaer o1
TP YCeTR—TARRITR 9 ard i &1 Feorr o, fieanft a1 7 |

(ii) whfa — e aftf e o gt 58 ffrafia axd @ f& wigpa aeat
$I A4 B B ATITIDAT T8I © — BTAI(P 1eg AfAFRHT B aRT
58 PT WP IRITAT $ Wipd adl &1 TH TPHfa & =721 3=
e @ Ifad HRAY W &1 gl faasifeer dar 2

(iii) srfaRRea swamdw — afaRea |1 yga fean sAT — <= o) 18 —
JfaReaT A6 Uxgd SR B9, AT JqAd &l fHaT W1 Gabar AfQ
Jrdiereft srefimeer <maTer A W9fea T yRE S H doR T8
oT — Bleife <rafed & 3R 99 Adlyoe RT fd WY 99 <A1
IfaRad swEdwl 1 T80T HR Hal 2 |

Jagdish Prasad Patel (Dead) through L.Rs. & anr. v. Shivnath

& ors.
Judgment dated 09.04.2019 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2176 of 2007, reported in ILR (2020) MP 43 (SC)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In 1948, the State of Rewa acceded to India and became part of the State
of Vindhya Pradesh. In 1952, the State of Vindhya Pradesh abolished the system
of Jagirdari by the Vindhya Pradesh Abolition of Jagirs and Land Reforms Act,
1952. Under Section 26 of the Vindhya Pradesh Act, the appellants’ father
Hanuman Din became direct tenant of the State in place of Jagirdar and under
Section 28 of the Act, he became a pattedar-tenant.

By the States Reorganization Act, 1956, the erstwhile State of Vindhya
Pradesh became a part of larger Madhya Pradesh. Subsequent to which, the
State of Madhya Pradesh enacted the M.P. Land Revenue Code, 1959 (M.P.
Code) whereby the appellants’ predecessor Hanuman Din being a pattedar-tenant
in Vindhya Pradesh in possession of the lands, became their Bhumiswami under
Section 158(1)(d)(i) of the M.P. Code. After following the due procedure laid
down under Sections 109 and 110 of the M.P. Code, his name was entered in
revenue records.
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The trial court rightly held that the disputed lands belonged to the illaga
and the Pawaidar was empowered under the provisions of Section 44 of the
Rewa Act to issue the said lease.

Section 58 of the Evidence Act, no doubt, postulates that the things admitted
need not be proved. However, proviso to Section 58 of the Evidence Act gives
full discretion to the court to require the facts admitted to be proved otherwise
than by such admission. When the respondents-plaintiffs have filed the suit for
declaration of their title, the respondents-plaintiffs cannot isolate few sentences
in the written statement and take advantage of only those parts of the written
statement which are favourable to them. The written statement filed by the
appellants-defendants has to be read in toto. It is pertinent to note that in para
No.(2) of the written statement, the appellants-defendants averred that the lands
were in the ownership of Ram Raj Singh at the time of the settlement, but because
he was not in a position to cultivate the same himself, the lands were given to
the father of the respondents-plaintiffs for cultivation on the basis of Batai crop
sharing. It is further averred that the then Halkedar cancelled the lease in respect
of disputed lands and the same were auctioned in which the bid of the defendants’
father Gaya Din was accepted and the disputed lands were transferred in his
name in the sale in Samvar 1986 i.e. 1929 A.D. The lease of the lands was
issued in the name of Gaya Din. The admission of the defendants as to the
lease of the plaintiffs’ father was the lease earlier granted in favour of the
forefathers of the respondents. In the light of the pleadings and the oral and
documentary evidence adduced by the defendants, notwithstanding the
admission in the written statement, the burden lies upon the respondents-
plaintiffs to prove that the patta-lease continues to be in their favour and that
they are the holders of patta and that they are in continued possession of the
suit properties.

Under Order XLI Rule 27 CPC, production of additional evidence, whether
oral or documentary, is permitted only under three circumstances which are: (i)
Where the trial Court had refused to admit the evidence though it ought to have
been admitted; (ii) the evidence was not available to the party despite exercise
of due diligence; and (iii) the appellate Court required the additional evidence
so as to enable it to pronounce judgment or for any other substantial cause of
like nature. An application for production of additional evidence cannot be
allowed if the appellant was not diligent in producing the relevant documents in
the lower court. However, in the interest of justice and when satisfactory reasons
are given, court can receive additional documents.
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318. LIMITATION ACT, 1963 — Section 5
CIVIL PROCEDURE CODE, 1908 — Order 21 Rule 90
Condonation of delay — Limitation — Filing of application to set aside
a sale in execution of decree — Can be filed within 60 days under
Article 127 of Limitation Act — Delay in filing of proceedings under
Order 21 Rule 90 of CPC cannot be condoned u/s 5 of the Limitation
Act nor time can be extended.

gfRar rferferaw, 1963 — ©IRT 5

fafaar gfsbar wfgar, 1908 — smewr 21 ¥ 90

facia g & — uRT IR @ e =87 127 @ IfER fsa @ fasare=
A f5d T P fAha I UG SR = ATdST UId B DI GRHHAT 60
feaw @ — U9 & Qe 21 % 90 @ favfa U&gd YHRoT 4 o5 =m
faciq uRer arferform &) arr 5 @ favta awr =1E) fear o wear 2 &
T 8 v faxaRa fear o 9ear 21

Aarifaben Yunusbhai Patel and ors.v. Mukul Thakorebhai Amin

and ors.
Judgment dated 17.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1643 of 2020 reported in AIR 2020 SC 2344

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The limitation for filing an application to set aside a sale in execution of
decree is 60 days in terms of Article 127 of Third Division, Part -1 of the Limitation
Act, 1963 (for short the Act). Reference may also be made to Section 5 of the
Act which reads as follows:-

“5. Extension of prescribed period in certain cases.—
Any appeal or any application, other than an application
under any of the provisions of Order XXI of the Code of
Civil Procedure, 1908, may be admitted after the prescribed
period, if the appellant or the applicant satisfies the court
that he had sufficient cause for not preferring the appeal
or making the application within such period.

Explanation.—The fact that the appellant or the applicant
was misled by any order, practice or judgment of the High
Court in ascertaining or computing the prescribed period
may be sufficient cause within the meaning of this section.”

‘A bare reading of this provision clearly shows that Section 5 of the Act
which deals with extension of time or condonation of delay is not applicable to
proceedings under Order XXI Rule 90 of the CPC. Therefore, the delay, if any,
cannot be condoned under Section 5 of the Act.’
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319. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Sections 163-A and 166

(i) Assessment of compensation — Death of housewife — Notional
income is T 5,000/- per month — Future prospects; entitlement
of — Held, skills of a matured and skilled housewife towards
contribution of welfare of family and in upbringing of children
would enhance by time — Dependents are entitled to future
prospects @ 40%.

(ii) Assessment of compensation — Death of school going child -
Future prospects; entitlement of — Held, due to uncertainties
of young life, future prospects cannot be ascertained. [New India
Assurance Co. Ltd. v. Satender, (2006) 13 SCC 60 followed]

Aewd= AT, 1988 — OIRIY 163—% Ud 166

(i) ufa®x &1 FEiRer — I[feofl @1 4] — Freaf @ M7 T 5,000 / — ufoATE
— Afqsaadt a1 &Y grFar — afifeiRa, aRuaa iR Gra foft o
IRAR & HeaToT AR gzl B WRAReT § IR 7 Gaefl Bierd 97
@ 91 9¢dl 8 — SHd A 40 yfawra &) <) 4 wfawyadt am @
CIERS!

(i) = 31 FEiRr — d 9F 91d 921 B Jg — Afasgad! @ 30
grEar — affEiRa, gar sfew &) sifiRaadanet’ & srer, afesrad]
AT BT ATHA-T A1 fHar &1 wwar | [ 1A vegivd sy
fofids fa. wd=v, (2006) 13 vaHlHl 60 J7aRA]

Rajendra Singh and ors. v. National Insurance Co. Ltd. and ors.

Judgment dated 18.06.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2624 of 2020, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 256

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The first deceased was a housewife aged about 30 years. In Lata Wadhwa
v. State of Bihar, (2001) 8 SCC 197, this court had observed that considering the
multifarious services rendered by housewives, even on a modest estimation,
the income of a housewife between the age group of 34 to 59 years who were
active in life should be assessed at Rs 36,000 per annum. A distinction was also
drawn with regard to elderly ladies in the age group of 62 to 72 who would be
more adept in discharge of housewife duties by age and experience, and the
value of services rendered by them has been taken at Rs 20,000 per annum.

In Arun Kumar Agrawal v. National Insurance Co. Ltd., (2010) 9 SCC 218,
the Tribunal assessed the notional income of the housewife at Rs.5,000 per
month, but without any rational or reasoning concluded that she was a non-
earning member and reduced the same to Rs.2,500, which was affirmed by the
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High Court. Disapproving the same and restoring the assessed income, this
Court observed at Paragraphs 26 and 27 as follows:

“In India the courts have recognised that the contribution
made by the wife to the house is invaluable and cannot be
computed in terms of money. The gratuitous services
rendered by the wife with true love and affection to the
children and her husband and managing the household
affairs cannot be equated with the services rendered by
others. A wife/mother does not work by the clock. She is in
the constant attendance of the family throughout the day
and night unless she is employed and is required to attend
the employer’s work for particular hours. She takes care of
all the requirements of the husband and children including
cooking of food, washing of clothes, etc. She teaches small
children and provides invaluable guidance to them for their
future life. A housekeeper or maidservant can do the
household work, such as cooking food, washing clothes and
utensils, keeping the house clean, etc., but she can never
be a substitute for a wife/mother who renders selfless
service to her husband and children.

It is not possible to quantify any amount in lieu of the
services rendered by the wife/mother to the family i.e. the
husband and children. However, for the purpose of award
of compensation to the dependants, some pecuniary
estimate has to be made of the services of the housewife/
mother. In that context, the term “services” is required to
be given a broad meaning and must be construed by taking
into account the loss of personal care and attention given
by the deceased to her children as a mother and to her
husband as a wife. They are entitled to adequate
compensation in lieu of the loss of gratuitous services
rendered by the deceased. The amount payable to the
dependants cannot be diminished on the ground that some
close relation like a grandmother may volunteer to render
some of the services to the family which the deceased was
giving earlier.”

The notional income of the first deceased is therefore held to be Rs.5000
per month at the time of death. The compensation on that basis with a deduction
of 1/4th i.e. Rs.15,000/ towards personal expenses with a multiplier of 17 is
assessed at Rs.7,65,000. If the deceased had survived, in view of observations
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in Lata Wadhwa (supra), her skills as a matured and skilled housewife in
contributing to the welfare and care of the family and in the upbringing of the
children would have only been enhanced by time and for which reason we hold
that the appellants shall be entitled to future prospects at the rate of 40% in
addition to the loss of consortium and future expenses already granted.

XXX

In New India Assurance Co. Ltd. v. Satender, (2006) 13 SCC 60, the deceased
victim of the accident was a nine year old school going child. Considering the
claim for loss of future prospects in absence of a regular income, it was observed
that the compensation so determined had to be just and proper by a judicious
approach and not fixed arbitrarily or whimsically. The uncertainties of a young
life were noticed in the following terms:—

“In cases of young children of tender age, in view of

uncertainties abound, neither their income at the time of

death nor the prospects of the future increase in their

income nor chances of advancement of their career are

capable of proper determination on estimated basis. The

reason is that at such an early age, the uncertainties in

regard to their academic pursuits, achievements in career

and thereafter advancement in life are so many that nothing

can be assumed with reasonable certainty. Therefore,

neither the income of the deceased child is capable of

assessment on estimated basis nor the financial loss

suffered by the parents is capable of mathematical

computation.”

[
320. MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Section 166

Claim application; Rejection of — If claimant fails to prove that
proximate cause of death was road accident and there was nexus
between injuries and death, rejection of claim application by
Tribunal is justified.

Arewa= AT, 1988 — GIRT 166

JMAT A4S BT AR fHAT FHT — 94 J[ASR I8 AIfad $1 A Ihd
IEdT @ & Y BT I~ HRYT TP geleT off g2 arel AR 4 & 49
Hde o1, 9 JfHROT §RT 14T e &l FREd foar s =amraifaa 2
Bachan Singh and ors. v. Rajveer Singh Yadav and ors.

Judgment dated 21.06.2019 passed by the High Court of M.P. (Gwalior
Bench) in M.A. No. 701 of 2017, reported in 2020 ACJ 1836
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Relevant extracts from the Judgment:

The learned counsel for the insurance company submits that there is no
error in the impugned award. After discharge from J.A. Hospital on 13.10.2012,
there are no treatment papers to show that deceased was under treatment during
the intervening period. It is also submitted that Exh. P1 reveals that Vimla Devi
was admitted in Konark Hosptial on 20.10.2012 at about 10.00 p.m. and was
discharged as the patient had left the hospital with intention to move to the
other hospital without giving any consent on 21.10.2012 at 7 a.m. As per death
certificate of Vimla Devi, her place of death has been shown as Banmore, District
Morena as is evident from Exh. P-26-C and also there is a document on record
to show that Vimla Devi was suffering from tuberculosis, as is apparent from
Exh. P13, wherein it has come on record that on 13.10.2012, she was suspected
of pulmonary tuberculosis. Therefore, the case-laws submitted by learned
counsel for the appellants being distinguishable will be of no help to the
appellants.

After hearing the arguments of learned counsel for the parties and going
through the record, | am of the opinion that as far as law laid down in the case of
Ramathal v. Managing Director, Cheran Transport Corporation, (2003) 10 SCC 53 is
concerned, in that case doctor was examined who had categorically stated that
accident might have been the cause of death and there was no evidence on
record to show absence of link between the accident and death. Therefore, this
judgment is distinguishable from the facts of the present case inasmuch as
claimants did not examine any doctor in their favour to show that proximate
cause of death was accident.

Similarly, in the case of Maha Devi v. PN.C. Construction Co. Ltd., MACD
2008 (2) (MP) 642 occurrence of death due to accident was proved by other
relevant and reliable evidence and, therefore, it has been held that if
post-mortem is not proved, compensation can be granted, but in the present
case not only doctor has not been examined but also there is no post-mortem or
any document showing treatment during the intervening period after discharge
from one hospital to another and, therefore, ratio of Maha Devi (supra) will also
not be applicable. In the case of Sheela Bai v. Durgpal, M.A. No. 138 of 2004
decided on 18.03.2008, the court recorded the opinion that there was evidence
on record to show that death had taken place due to injuries sustained in the
accident which occurred on 23.04.2002 and deceased remained an indoor
patient in J.A. Hospital, Gwalior up to 20.05.2002, when she was discharged
from the hospital against her wishes. In present case, deceased Vimla Devi was
taken by her relative from Konark Hospital without giving any consent for such
movement and there is no iota of evidence to connect death of Vimla Devi with
accident. Therefore, the fact remains that impugned award has been passed
after due and proper consideration of evidence in the matter and does not call
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for any interference. There is no examination of doctor and no evidence to
show that cause of death was accident and moreover factum of tuberculosis
and its impact has not been explained by the claimants, therefore, this court is
of the opinion that judgments referred to by the appellants are distinguishable
and are not applicable to the facts and circumstances of the present case and
onus was on the appellants to prove that proximate cause of death was accident;
therefore, appeal fails and is dismissed.

*321.MOTOR VEHICLES ACT, 1988 — Sections 166 and 173

322.

Compensation — Computation of income — Consideration of latest
Income Tax Returns — Held, latest ITR filed by the deceased must be
taken into consideration while assessing the income of deceased.

Arexqr_ A4, 1988 — IRIY 166 T4 173

gfaer — Mg &Y ToET — FdEaH e faavefl ) faar — affaeiRa,
AP §RT IRR TIdH ISR fAaxefl S a® B AT BT b Hd
9 faarR § foran = =nfay |

Sangita Arya and ors v. Oriental Insurance Company Ltd. and ors.
Judgment dated 16.06.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2612 of 2020, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 327 (Three — Judge
Bench)

N.D.P.S. ACT, 1985 — Sections 18 and 50

(i) Search and seizure — Compliance of Section 50 when not
required? Held, where recovery is not made from personal
search, compliance of Section 50 is not required - In such
cases, whether search was conducted before gazetted officer
or not becomes immaterial.

(ii) Production of entire contraband before court - When not
necessary? Sample alongwith the bag from which contraband
was recovered were produced during trial — There was no
argument of tampering with the seal — Held, if the seizure is
otherwise proved on record, entire contraband need not be
produced before the court.

Wrae ey vd g-yaTd ugref arfSrfe, 1985 — oRIT 18

Ud 50

() aaref vd S<ft — aRT 50 FT ATUTAA B9 ATaTIS 11 ? Jfifeila,
il el afpd dareft @ T @ Wl 8, 987 ORT 50 BT
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IUTAT AP T8l & — YA AWl d Iouiyd IR & awe
aereft ot g off rerar €, AEca@El & o« 2 |

(i) =mared & awe Ayol g ugref @1 yxfa — o9 smawEs TE?
faaror & IRM AT ve ddr o Mg ueref e @1 F of),
gqd fHy T & — Wi & W BSBIS & iy dd gl AT —
afifeiRa, afe S ser e | wrfaa i 81, @ 9yof g
garef @Y =Ty ¥ yEgfa smawas E 2

Than Kunwar v. State of Haryana
Judgment dated 02.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 2172 of 2011, reported in (2020) 5 SCC 260

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

As regards the contention of violation of Section 50 it is based on there being
personal search of the accused. PW 6, the ASI has, inter alia, stated as follows:

“Personal search of accused was taken by the lady
constable under the shadow of the jeep. | do not remember
... | do not remember the direction of the jeep under which
the personal search of the accused was taken. The lady
constable has alone taken away the accused for personal
search ... | do not remember whether at the time of personal
search driver of the jeep was in the jeep or not.”

Having regard to the judgment by the three-Judge Bench, which directly
dealt with this issue viz. the correctness of the view in Dilip v. State of M.P,
(2007) 1 SCC 450, reliance placed by the appellant on para 16 may not be
available. As already noticed, we are not oblivious of the observation which has
been made in the other three-Judge Bench judgment of this Court in Raju v.
State of W.B., (2018) 9 SCC 708, which it appears, was not brought to the notice to
the Bench which decided the case later in State of Punjab v. Baljinder Singh,
(2019) 10 SCC 473. We notice however that the later decision draws inspiration
from the Constitution Bench decision in State of Punjab v. Baldev Singh, (1999) 6
SCC 172. We also notice that this is not a case where anything was recovered
on the alleged personal search. The recovery was effected from the bag for
which it is settled law that compliance with Section 50 of the Act is not required.

In the circumstances, as noted above, though there appears to be doubt
created about whether the DSP was present, upon being called by PW 7 having
regard to the testimony of the DSP in the other case, in view of the fact that the
contraband articles were in fact recovered upon search of the bag, and bearing
in mind the view taken by this Court in Baljinder Singh (supra), we do not find
merit in the argument of the appellant.

XXX
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The Court also went to hold in State of Rajasthan v. Sahi Ram, (2019) 10 SCC
649 that if seizure is otherwise proved on record and it is not even doubted or
disputed, it need not be placed before the Court. The Court further held that if
the seizure is otherwise proved what is required to be proved is the fact that
samples taken out of a contraband are kept intact.

In the facts of this case, no doubt the contraband article weighed 6 kg 300
gm. A perusal of the judgment of the trial court does not appear to suggest that
the appellant had taken the contention regarding non-production of the
contraband before the trial court. This contention as such is not seen as taken
before the High Court. This is a case where the sample was produced. There is
no argument relating to the tampering with the seal. We further notice that in
the deposition of the investigating officer (PW 7), he has stated as follows:

“The case property is Ext. P-1, sample is Ext. P-2, sample
seal is Ext. P-3 and the bag in which the case property was
recovered from the possession of the accused present in
the court is Ext. P-4.”

323. N.D.P.S. ACT, 1985 — Section 21 (as amended by Amendment Act 9
of 2001)
Determination of quantity — In case of seizure of mixture of Narcotic
Drugs or Psychotropic Substances with one or more neutral
substance(s), the quantity of neutral substance(s) is not to be
excluded and to be taken into consideration along with actual
content by weight of the offending drug, while determining the
“small or commercial quantity” of the Narcotic Drugs or Psychotropic
Substances — Law explained. (E. Micheal Raj v. Intelligence Officer,
Narcotic Control Bureau, AIR 2008 SC 1720 case overruled)

Wrad M vd w:ywardy ugref arferfrmE, 1985 — oRT 21
(2001 @ od WINeA Afrfm gRT J2AT AIMfEQ)

A= 1 FrerfRor — & a1 aiftre S uerel @ Wi IRFEda @ue
aitsfer a1 7y ugref @& fsror 4 @ SeRfE ugref &) 9 @t sryafsta
& fpar o1 Fwar 3R S8 YT e &Y A @ arer fqar ® feran
SITAT Wdfe w@rae Aefer rerar a-:99rd) gref &) 3req srerar aftifias
AT &1 fAeixer fear ser 8 — faftr 9w | (8 arsea o faeg
godlal e ATHIR, ARBIICH Flel 31, ISR 2008 V! 1720)

Hira Singh and anr. v. Union of India and anr.

Judgment dated 22.04.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal

Appeal No. 722 of 2017, reported in AIR 2020 SC 3255 (Three-Judge
Bench)

JOTI JOURNAL - DECEMBER 2020 - PART I 447



Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In view of the above and for the reasons stated above, Reference is
answered as under:

(i) The decision of this Court in the case of E. Micheal Raj (Supra) taking the
view that in the mixture of narcotic drugs or psychotropic substance with one or
more neutral substance(s), the quantity of the neutral substance(s) is not to be
taken into consideration while determining the small quantity or commercial
qguantity of a narcotic drug or psychotropic substance and only the actual content
by weight of the offending narcotic drug which is relevant for the purpose of
determining whether it would constitute small quantity or commercial quantity, is
not a good law;

(ii) In case of seizure of mixture of Narcotic Drugs or Psychotropic Substances
with one or more neutral substance(s), the quantity of neutral substance(s) is
not to be excluded and to be taken into consideration alongwith actual content
by weight of the offending drug, while determining the small or commercial
quantity of the Narcotic Drugs or Psychotropic Substances;

(iii) Section 21 of the NDPS Act is not stand-alone provision and must be
construed along with other provisions in the statute including provisions in the
NDPS Act including Notification No. S.0. 2942 (E) dated 18.11.2009 and
Notification S.0. 1055 (E) dated 19.10.2001;

(iv) Challenge to Notification dated 18.11.2009 adding “Note 4” to the Notification
dated 19.10.2001, fails and it is observed and held that the same is not ultra
vires to the Scheme and the relevant provisions of the NDPS Act. Consequently,
writ petitions and Civil Appeal No. 5218/2017 challenging the aforesaid notification
stand dismissed.

[
324. N.D.P.S. ACT, 1985 — Section 57

EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Section 3

(i) Section 57 of N.D.P.S. Act — Not to be interpreted that if report
is not sent within two days, the entire proceeding shall be
vitiated — Provision is directory.

(ii) Seizure memo — Mere fact that one seal on seizure memo was
illegible, does not vitiate the entire proceeding.

s AERr MR A:yATdr ueref rferfer, 1985 — oRT 57

ey AfSfraH, 1872 — GRT 3

() vwaSidiva aftrfes @ gt 57 @ @ g9 el 7 T B e
iRy R @) Rt & sl aifsa gREes T8 SR Ry o o ot
FriarEl a8 Sgft — yrau fdenes 2 |
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(ii) < gFAEn — 9= g7 a4 6 Sl gFam R ol g3 Wil 3 9 @
Hiel sreuse / 3rus ofl, wwyul sriarE) &1 gfva 8] $-ar|

Gurmail Chand v. State of Punjab
Judgment dated 23.01.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Criminal
Appeal No. 149 of 2020 reported in AIR 2020 SC 2161

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

In so for as section 57 of N.D.P.S. Act is concerned, it has been held that
the said provision is not to be interpreted to mean that in event the report is not
sent within two days, the entire proceeding shall be vitiated. The provision has
been held to be directory and to be complied with but mere not sending the
report within the said period cannot have such consequence as to vitiate the
entire proceeding.

The mere fact that one seal was illegible does not vitiate the proceeding.
([

325. PARTNERSHIP ACT, 1932 — Sections 37 and 48

Partnership firm — There is a clear distinction between “retirement
of a partner” and “dissolution of a partnership firm”— On retirement
of the partner, the reconstituted firm continues and the retiring
partner is to be paid his dues in terms of Section 37 of the
Partnership Act — In case of dissolution, account has to be settled
and distributed as per the mode prescribed in section 48 of the
Partnership Act — A partnership firm must have atleast two partners
— When there are only two partners and one has agreed to retire,
then the retirement amounts to dissolution of the firm.

ARfIeRY Afef g, 1932 — gRIY 37 U9 48

Al B — “arfleR @ usfiga B SR e arflei v @
faaeT” & 4= faviT — 9= ™/ — AFER & Ysfga 89 W gAfea
% SR TEdl @ SR usfigc wrfieR &1 Arfler) AIftiReT &1 Ry 37 31
YAl B ITHAR SUD TDI &1 YIa A1 S arfey — faees & arid
A @rd wrfier) At &) aRT 48 9 greEnta adiel 9 FEiRa &R
faaRa f&d o arfey — v arfies) &4 4 39 9 o9 31 9rfaR Eaw
81 ARy — o9 Bae <l AFCR 8 3R & usfigfea 3g aewa @ aq ot
vefgfa &1 aRvm & &1 faees giar 2|
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Guru Nanak Industries, Faridabad and anr. v. Amar Singh
(Dead) through LRs.

Judgment dated 26.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 6659 of 2010, reported in AIR 2020 SC 2484 (Three-Judge
Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

There is a clear distinction between ‘retirement of a partner’ and ‘dissolution
of a partnership firm’. On retirement of the partner, the reconstituted firm
continues and the retiring partner is to be paid his dues in terms of Section 37
of the Partnership Act. In case of dissolution, accounts have to be settled and
distributed as per the mode prescribed in Section 48 of the Partnership Act.
When the partners agree to dissolve a partnership, it is a case of dissolution
and not retirement (See — Pamuru Vishnu Vinodh Reddy v. Chillakuru
Chandrasekhara Reddy and ors., AIR 2003 SC 1614). In the present case, there
being only two partners, the partnership firm could not have continued to carry
on business as the firm. A partnership firm must have at least two partners.
When there are only two partners and one has agreed to retire, then the
retirement amounts to dissolution of the firm.

)
326. SECURITISATION AND RECONSTRUCTION OF FINANCIAL ASSETS AND

ENFORCEMENT OF SECURITY INTEREST ACT, 2002 — Sections 13, 14

and 31

Exercise of power — District Magistrate cannot exercise the power

conferred u/s 14 of the SARFAESI Act, 2002 for taking possession of

any agricultural land as the provisions of the Act are not applicable
in respect of any security interest created in agricultural land.

facta @Al &1 gfofaesor vd gasieq s ufowfa fa
gqd+ 3ferfH, 2002 — IR 13, 14 U9 31

ISR ST AT — AXBH] JAfRIFRE, 2002 & yraem= Y qff = gfoa
frdY gra fea w arp 72 81d 2, suferd e i axwt aiftrferm,
2002 BT GRT 14 ¥ Y wfdadl o1 IuAi fHel S qf W seol yr<
3 @ ford T8 H "Fan|

Anil Karma and anr. v. State of M.P. and ors.

Judgment dated 11.09.2019 passed by the High Court of M.P.

(Indore Bench) in W.P. No. 1463 of 2019, reported in 2020 (3) MPLJ
634 (DB)
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Relevant extracts from the judgment:

It is true that there is a remedy available to the petitioners to approach the
Debt Recovery Tribunal but the order passed by the District Magistrate is void
ab initio in the light of Section 31(i) of SARFAESI Act, 2002 which categorically
provides that the provisions of Act of 2002 are not applicable in respect of any
security interest created in agricultural land and therefore, once the Act of 2002
was not applicable in respect of the agricultural land, the order passed by the
District Magistrate is a nullity and there appears to be no justification in forcing
the petitioners to file an appeal.

The Apex Court has dealt with Section 31(i) of the SARFAESI Act, 2002
and in the light of the aforesaid judgment this Court is of the opinion that the
impugned order passed by the learned District Magistrate deserves to be set
aside and is accordingly set aside. However, it is made clear that the respondent
no.2-Bank shall be free to take recourse to other remedies available under the
law for realization of debts.

327. SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963 — Section 20
Specific performance — Unless stipulations and terms of contract
are certain and parties must have been consensus ad idem, specific
performance cannot be ordered.

fafafdse srgaiy affam, 1963 — &IRT 20
fafifese srqure — 919 & WfasT &) od vd ug fAf¥=d 9 81 vd ugaril
@ wey geAfa 7 81, fafifase squrer 2q sy uiia F8Y fHar o adar |

Satish Kumar Khandelwal v. Rajendra Jain and ors.
Judgment dated 16.03.2020 passed by the High Court of
Madhya Pradesh (Indore Bench) in First Appeal No. 647 of 2008,
reported in 2020 (3) MPLJ 173

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The specific performance of a contract is the actual execution of the contract
according to its stipulations and terms, Courts direct the party in default to do the
very thing which he contracted to do. Therefore, unless; the stipulations and terms
of the contract are certain and parties must have been consensus ad idem, the specific
performance cannot be ordered. The burden that the stipulations and terms of
contract and the minds of parties ad idem is always on the plaintiff. If such burden is
not discharged, stipulations/terms are uncertain, and the parties are not ad idem,
there can be no specific performance, for there was no contract at all.
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328. SPECIFIC RELIEF ACT, 1963 — Sections 34, 38 and 39
EVIDENCE ACT, 1872 — Sections 101 and 102
CIVIL PRACTICE:

(i)

(i)

Suit for injunction simpliciter — For restraining Govt. Authorities
from acting in a particular manner in compliance of orders
passed/decisions taken by competent authority — Whether
maintainable without challenging such orders/decisions? Held,
No — A party aggrieved by an order/decision cannot decide that
it is not binding upon it — Has to approach court for seeking
such declaration — Such a suit for injunction simpliciter ought
to be rejected on that count alone.

Civil practice — Burden of proof — Initial burden is on the
plaintiffs to substantiate their cause — Weakness in defence
cannot be the basis to grant relief to the plaintiffs and to shift
the burden on defendants.

faffds iy aifSif=r, 1963 — &RTY 34, 38 9 39
ey 3rferf~rH, 1872 — €RIT 101 U9 102
fafaer geo:

0

(i)

0TS AR & A 915 — I @ UTSSIRAT &1 9e¥ Iiferer) gy
uilRa e / fag g favfal & sgure 7 fagy o @ arf 3
4 fefera fey s 3g — T ¢4 st / fofar &1 gt fag fam
qiyefiy 272 sififseiRa, a8 — fasdt smeer / favta & <afda uer @9 g
T TS DR Fobdl {6 I8 89 WR IeuaR) T8 & — 99 aoussl =iyom
& oY <ITATd BT TRATHT We™SHT 8T — AT AR Aeell 4T a19
T MR WR WIRS &R feAar S+ A1fav |

ffac 9o — |9qd &1 IR — 34 1@ I GHAOTT B BT IRMAS AR
qrdl IR ® — 9919 H B a7 Bl AT < 3R HYd BT AR
FIIarEToT 1R FaRd &R BT AR T2 8 Adhdl 2 |

Ratnagiri Nagar Parishad v. Gangaram Narayan Ambekar and

ors.

Judgment dated 06.05.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 2412 of 2020, reported in (2020) 7 SCC 275

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Arguendo, the plaint as filed by the respondent Nos. 1 to 19 also suffers
from another fundamental deficiency. Indeed, it is a cleverly drafted plaint, so
as to give an impression that the competent authority had not taken any decision
in exercise of statutory powers until the filing of the suit. However, in the written
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statement, clear assertion has been made by the defendants (appellant and
respondent No. 20) that the decision to allot suit land to the appellant and for
setting up the Project was taken after due deliberation and consultation with the
expert Committee including in exercise of statutory powers of the concerned
authority in that regard. None of these decisions of the competent authority has
been assailed by the plaintiffs nor any declaratory relief sought in that regard.
In such a case, it would not be enough to ask for permanent injunction simpliciter
and the suit so filed ought to have been rejected at the threshold on that count
alone. We may usefully advert to the exposition of this Court in Kandla Port v.
Hargovind Jasraj, (2013) 3 SCC 182

“The above case was approved by this Court in Krishnadevi
Malchand Kamathia v. Bombay Environmental Action Group,
(2011) 3 SCC 363, wherein this Court observed:

“Thus, from the above it emerges that even if the
order/notification is void/voidable, the party aggrieved
by the same cannot decide that the said order/
notification is not binding upon it. It has to approach
the court for seeking such declaration. The order may
be hypothetically a nullity and even if its invalidity is
challenged before the court in a given circumstance,
the court may refuse to quash the same on various
grounds including the standing of the petitioner or on
the ground of delay or on the doctrine of waiver or
any other legal reason. The order may be void for
one purpose or for one person, it may not be so for
another purpose or another person.”

Applying the principle underlying these dicta, as no declaration has been
sought by the plaintiffs in the present case, the suit for simpliciter permanent
injunction could not be proceeded further at all.

XXX

Be that as it may, on a fair reading of the judgment of the trial Court, it is
manifest that the trial Court had opined that the plaintiffs failed to substantiate
the case set out in the plaint regarding the actionable nuisance. The trial Court
justly analysed the evidence of the plaintiffs in the first place to answer the
controversy before it. The first appellate Court, however, after adverting to the
oral and documentary evidence produced by the parties, proceeded to first find
fault with the evidence of the defendants to answer the controversy in favour of
the plaintiffs. The first appellate Court committed palpable error in not keeping
in mind that the initial burden of proof was on the plaintiffs to substantiate their
cause for actionable nuisance, which they had failed to discharge. In such a
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case, the weakness in the defence cannot be the basis to grant relief to the
plaintiffs and to shift the burden on the defendants, as the case may be. Thus
understood, the findings and conclusions reached by the first appellate Court
will be of no avail to the plaintiffs.

329. SUCCESSION ACT, 1925 - Sections 74, 95 and 96
TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — Section 54
The testator intended to create an absolutely unfettered right in
favour of his wife by virtue of the will - Mere desire for the sale of
the property and for the children to get a share in the property
therefrom cannot be read as a restricted bar on the absolute right
vested with her to deal with the property as she thought fit.

STRISSR AU, 1925 — &RIT 74, 95 UG 96

dufxy sraxor srferfr a9, 1882 — €T 54

TId @ MR R gHIaedl T AT AU gl & g A sraifas
IfreR GRaa &A1 o1 — w17 "ufed @ faspa 3 5981 3k FaH! &1 S
I YT B BT A AUfed & G9¢T A FAdER HY & ¢ gl
fafea fed T srcnifae et ur ufader sfeRifaa fear s =S awsn
ST GhdT 2 |

M.S. Bhavani and anr. v. M.S. Raghu Nandan
Judgment dated 05.03.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal No. 1798 of 2014, reported in AIR 2020 SC 1441

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

The Right vested under the Will in favour of Nirmala Murthy was an
unfettered and absolute right. There is nothing in the wording of the Will which
indicates that the testator necessarily required any subsequent sale, mortgage,
or lease carried out by Nirmala Murthy to happen with the concurrence or
consultation of his children. In fact, when one looks to the circumstances and
the family relationship between the testator and his son, it becomes clear that
their relations were strained. This is particularly reflected in Ex. P=17, a letter
addressed by Nirmala Murthy to her son, Respondent No. 1 herein, where she
specifically alludes to the ill treatment meted out by her son to his sister (Appellant
No. 1) and the testator. In light of this, we find that a mere “desire” for the sale of
the property and for the children to get a share in the proceeds therefrom cannot
be read as a strict bar on the absolute right vested with Nirmala Murthy to deal
with the property as she thought fit.
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In view of this, we find that the sale deed in question was executed in
accordance with the Will dated 07.06.1995 and does not violate its terms.
Therefore, Respondent No. 1 is also bound by the same and the finding of the
High Court in this regard is liable to be set aside. The Appellants have acquired
valid title over the suit property by virtue of the sale deed executed by Nirmala
Murthy and are therefore entitled to possession of the same.

330. TRANSFER OF PROPERTY ACT, 1882 — Section 106

REGISTRATION ACT, 1908 — Section 17(1)

Lease deed; Compulsory registration of — Whether clause in lease
deed stipulating 10% increase in monthly rent each year will make the
lease year to year or more than one year requiring compulsory
registration? Held — Such clause regarding increased rate of rent by
10% each year was a promise contingent on tenancy being continued
beyond one year — Lease deed was not compulsorily registrable.

wufea sraver fSf—9, 1882 — <IRT 106

foregtHeor srferfras, 1908 — &RT 17(1)

yeel fadw — siffand gofii — @ ueer fadw A a7 wvs & aiie
fx1e # ufdad 10 gfeera &1 gfg g, uee <1 auigad! a1 e adf 4
P BT 941 ], FoaPT Usi aifvard 22 arfifreiRa — gfaad fewg §
10 gfaera @1 gfg Heeh @vs A @ & ad 49 3t Rl 81 )
3T 991 o1 — ucel oo aifardt wu ¥ usfias atvg = ) o)

Siri Chand (Dead) through LRs. v. Surinder Singh

Judgment dated 17.06.2020 passed by the Supreme Court in
Civil Appeal No. 2617 of 2020, reported in (2020) 6 SCC 288
(Three — Judge Bench)

Relevant extracts from the judgment:

Clause (1) of the rent deed specifically makes it clear that monthly tenancy
was created on payment of rent of Rs.2,000/- per month. The payment was to
be made before 5" of each month to the owner. The rent deed does not provide
for any specific period for which the rent deed was executed. When a rent deed/
lease deed does not provide for a period and when it provides for payment of
rent monthly, whether tenancy can be treated from year to year or for any term
exceeding one year or reserving a yearly rent? The rent deed does not reserve
yearly rent, hence the third condition as noted above is not applicable. The rent
deed is not also a lease of immovable property from year to year. There is no
mention in the rent deed that it is a lease from year to year, hence the said
condition is also not applicable.
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Only clause which need to be, thus, considered is as to whether the rent
deed was “for any term exceeding one year”. The present is a case where rent
deed does not prescribe any period for which it is executed. When the lease
deed does not mention the period of tenancy, other conditions of the lease/rent
deed and intention of the parties has to be gathered to find out the true nature
of the lease deed/rent deed. The two conditions written in the rent note are also
relevant to notice. First, if payment of rent in any month is not made up to 5" of
month, owner shall have right to get the shop evicted and second if the owner is
in need of shop, he by serving notice of one month can get the shop vacated.

Clauses of the rent note makes it clear that there was a categorical promise
that tenancy is a monthly tenancy and rent is paid every month by 5" of every
month. It is true that although in clause (9), it was mentioned that the tenant will
be bound for making the rent money by increasing 10% each year, that was
promise by the tenant to increase the rent by 10% each year for the period of
tenancy, though the period of tenancy was unspecified. Clause (9) may or may
not operate in view of specific clauses reserving right of landlord to evict the
tenant on committing default of non-payment of rent by 5" of every month or
when landlord requires shop by giving one month’s notice. Clause (9) was a
contingent clause which binds the tenant to increase the rent by 10% each
year, which was contingent on tenancy to continue for more than a year, but
that clause cannot be read to mean that the tenancy was for a period of more
than one year.

When the clauses of rent note are cumulatively read, the intention of the
tenant is more than clear that tenancy was only monthly tenancy, which could
have been terminated on default of payment of rent by 5" day of any month or
by notice of one month. The rent deed did not confer any right to tenant to
continue in the tenancy for a period of more than one year nor it can be said
that tenancy was created for a period of more than one year. Clause (9), which
noticed the promise of the tenant of payment of rent by increasing 10% each
year was a promise contingent on tenancy being continued beyond one year
but cannot make the tenancy year to year or tenancy for a period of more than
one year. Present was a case of tenancy for which no period was specified and
looking to all the clauses cumulatively, we find that the rent note was not such
kind of rent note, which requires compulsory registration under Section 17(1)(d).
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IMPORTANT CENTRAL/STATE ACTS, RULES & AMENDMENTS

THE DISTRICT COURTS OF MADHYA PRADESH VIDEO
CONFERENCINGAND AUDIO-VISUAL ELECTRONIC LINKAGE
RULES, 2020

With intent to avoid delay in judicial proceeding due to non-availability of
parties, counsels, witnesses and accused, there is an urgent need for a user-
friendly video conferencing facility and other modes of audio-visual electronic
linkage for the purpose of hearing of the cases as well as recording of evidence
of witnesses unable to attend the Court. The information technology is a good
tool for speedy trial and speedy justice.

The video conferencing will be an integrated web technology capable of
running seamlessly over Internet/Intranet, Virtual Private Network (VPN) of
witness, accused and other stakeholders.

Therefore, in exercise of the powers, conferred by Article 227 of the
Constitution of India, read with Section 122 of the Code of Civil Procedure,
1908 (5 of 1908), Section 23 of the Madhya Pradesh Civil Courts Act, 1958 and
Section 477 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the High court
of Madhya Pradesh hereby, makes the following rules regulating practice and
procedure pertaining to use of video conferencing for District Courts of Madhya
Pradesh, namely:-

CHAPTERI1
PRELIMINARY

1. Short title, Application and Commencement. —

(i) These Rules shall be called the “The District Courts of Madhya
Pradesh Video Conferencing and Audio-Visual Electronic Linkage
Rules, 2020”.

(ii) They shall apply to Courts.

(iii) They shall come into force from the date of their notification in the
Official Gazette*.

2. Definitions. —
(i) In these Rules, unless the context otherwise requires, -

(a) “Advocate” means and include an advocate entered in any roll
maintained under the provisions of the Advocates Act, 1961 and
shall also include government pleaders and officers of the
department of public prosecution;

* Published in Gazette of Madhya Pradesh No. 47 dated 20" November, 2020.
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(b) “Commissioner’” means a person appointed as commissioner
under the provisions of Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 (5 of 1908),
or the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974) or any other
law for the time being in force;

(c) “Coordinator” means a person nominated as coordinator under
Rule 5;

(d) “Court” means Civil Courts established under Civil Courts Act,
1958, Criminal Courts as defined in Code of Criminal Procedure,
1973 (other than Court of Executive Magistrate), any other
Special Courts established under any Special Act, Family Courts,
Juvenile Justice Board(s) in the State of Madhya Pradesh and
shall includes a physical court and a virtual court or tribunal;

(e) “CourtPoint” means the courtroom or one or more places where
the court is physically convened, or the place where a
commissioner or an inquiring officer holds proceedings pursuant
to the directions of the court;

(f) “Court Room” means the place or room or enclosed space in
which court of law is held in front of the judge(s);

(g) “Court User” means a user participating in court proceedings
through video conferencing at a court point and includes
presiding judge of court;

(h) “Designated Video Conferencing software” means a software
approved by the High court for the use of video conferencing;

(i) “Electronic records” shall bear the same meaning as assigned
under the Information Technology Act, 2000;

(j) “Exceptional circumstances” includes a pandemic, natural
calamities, circumstances affecting law and order where it is
expedient for effective administration of justice and any other
matter relating to the safety of the advocates, accused persons,
witnesses or any other required to be present before the court
and includes any such incident or circumstances which may be
declared to be an “exceptional circumstance” by the court;

(k) “Live Link” means and includes a live television link, audio-
video electronic means or other arrangements whereby a
witness, an accused, party, pleader, advocate (s) or any other
person required by court to remain present in the court while
physically absent from the courtroom is nevertheless virtually
present in the courtroom by remote communication using
technology to give evidence and be cross-examined or to present
arguments or assist the Court or for any other purpose in a
judicial proceeding;
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(1) “Institutional Remote Point” means the courtroom or one or
more places in the court complex where the remote point is
physically convened for facilitating the audio-visual electronic
linkage with courts points;

(m) “Remote Point” is a place where any person or persons are
required to be present or appear through a video link;

(n) “Remote User” means a user participating in court proceedings
through video conferencing at a remote point.

(o) “Required Person” includes:

(i) the person who is to be examined as a witness or
otherwise: or

(i) person in whose presence certain proceedings are to be
recorded or conducted; or

(iii)  an advocate or a party in person who intends to examine
a witness; or

(iv)  any person who is required to make submissions before
the court; or

(v)  any other person who is permitted by the court to appear
through video conferencing or other modes of audio visual
electronic linkage;

(p) “Rules” shall mean these rules and any reference to a rule,
sub-rule or schedule shall be a reference to a rule, sub-rule or
schedule of these rules;

(q) “Video conferencing” means and includes to conduct a
conference between two or more participants at different sites
by using computer networks to transmit audio and video data.

(2) The words and phrases used but not defined herein shall bear the
same meaning as assigned to them in M.P. Civil Court Rules, 1961;
Rules and Orders (Criminal); Code of Civil Procedure, 1908; Code of
Criminal Procedure, 1973; Information Technology Act, 2000 and the
General Clauses Act, 1897.

CHAPTERII
GENERAL PRINCIPLES

3. General Principles Governing Video Conferencing and other modes
of audio-visual electronic linkage. —

(a) Video conferencing and other modes of audio-visual electronic linkage
facility may be used at all stages of judicial proceedings and
proceedings conducted by the court, where a person is required to
be present or appear is located intra-state; inter-state or overseas.

JOTI JOURNAL - DECEMBER 2020 - PART IV 39



(b) all proceedings conducted by a Court by way of video conferencing
and other modes of audio-visual electronic linkage shall be judicial
proceedings and all the courtesies and protocols applicable to a
physical court shall apply to these virtual proceedings. The protocol
provided in schedule | shall be adhered to for proceedings conducted
by way of video conferencing and other modes of audio-visual
electronic linkage.

(c) All relevant statutory provisions applicable to judicial proceedings
including, but not limited to provisions of the M.P. Civil Court Rules,
1961; Rules and Orders (Criminal): Code of Civil Procedure, 1908
(hereinafter it will be called “C.P.C.”") Code of Criminal Procedure,
1973 (hereinafter it will be called “Cr.P.C.) Contempt of Courts Act,
1971, Indian Evidence Act, 1872 (abbreviated hereafter as the
Evidence Act) and Information Technology Act, 2000 (abbreviated
hereafter as the IT Act), shall apply to proceedings conducted by
video conferencing and other modes of audio-visual electronic linkage.

(d) Subject to maintaining independence, impartiality and credibility of
judicial proceedings and subject to such directions as the Chief Justice
may issue, courts may adopt such technological advances as may
become available from time to time for ensuring proper conduction of
proceedings through video conferencing and other modes of audio-
visual electronic linkage.

(e) The rules as applicable to a court shall mutatis mutandis apply to a
commissioner appointed by the court to record evidence and to an
inquiry officer conducting an inquiry.

(f) Unless expressly permitted, no person or entity, either at Court Point
or at Institutional Remote Point or at Remote Point, shall be permitted
to record the proceedings conducted by video conferencing or other
modes of audio-visual electronic linkage. In case of violation it will be
punishable in accordance with law.

(g) The person defined in rule 2 (i)(o) shall provide identity proof as
recognized by the Government of India/State Government/ Union
Territory to the court point coordinator via personal email. In case
identity proof is not readily available the person concerned shall furnish
the following personal details: name, parentage and permanent
address, temporary address if any and will make available as per
direction of the court, however the court may, upon satisfaction allow
such person to participate in proceedings without production of identity
proof.

4. Facilities recommend for Video Conferencing. -

The following equipment is recommended for conducting proceedings by
video conferencing at the Court Point and at the Institutional Remote Point:
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(i) desktop, laptop, mobile devices with uninterrupted internet connectivity
and printer;

ii) device ensuring uninterrupted power supply;
iii) video camera;

iv) microphones and speakers;

v) display unit;

vi) document visualizer;

vii) provision of a firewall;

viii) adequate seating arrangements ensuring privacy;
ix) adequated lighting;

x) availability of a quiet and secure space;

xi) scanner including mobile scanner.

5. Preparatory Arrangements. —

(1) There shall be a Coordinator both at the Court Point and at the
institutional Remote Point from which any required person is to be
examined or heard or is directed to remain present. However,
coordinator may be required at the remote point only when a witness
or a person accused of an offence is to be examined.

(2) In all civil and criminal courts, the persons nominated by the High
Court or the concerned District Judge within whose jurisdiction the
respective civil or criminal court is present, shall perform the functions
of the coordinators at the Court Point as well as the Remote Point as
provided in sub-rule (3)

(3) The coordinator at the Remote Point may be any of the following:

Clause | Where the Advocate or Required | The Remote Point Coordinator
Person is at the following Remote | Shall be

Point
(a) Overseas An official of the relevant an
Indian Consulate/ Indian
Embassy/ High Commission of
India/ duly certified Notary
Public/ Oath Commissioner

(b) Court of another state or union |Any authorized official
territory within the territory of India | nominated by the concerned
District Judge

(c) Mediation Centre or office of District | Any  Authorized official
Legal Services Authority (including | nominated by the Chairperson
Taluka Legal Services Committee) | or Secretary of the concerned
District Legal Services Authority
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Clause

Where the Advocate or Required
Person is at the following Remote
Point

The Remote Point Coordinator
Shall be

Jail or prison

The concerned Jail
Superintendent or Officer in-
charge of the prison or any
other responsible official
nominated by him

Hospital, Public or Private, (whether
run by the Central Government, the
State Government, local bodies or
any other person)

Medical Superintendent or an
official authorized by them or
the person in charge of the
said hospital

Observation Home, Special Home,
Children’s Home, Shelter Home, or
any institution referred to as a child
facility (collectively referred to as
child facilities) and where the
required person is a juvenile or a
child or a person who is an inmate
of such child facility

The superintendent or Officer
in charge of that child facility
or an official authorized by
them

Women’s Rescue Homes, Protection
Homes, Shelter Homes, Nari
Niketans or any institution referred
to as a women'’s facility (collectively
referred to as women’s facilities)

The Superintendent or officer
in-charge of that women facility
or an official authorized by
them

In custody, care or employment of any
other government office, organization
or institution (collectively referred to
as institutional facilities)

The Superintendent or Officer-
in-charge of the institutional
facility or an official authorized
by them

Forensic Science Lab

The Administrative Officer in-
charge or their nominee

In case of any other person

The concerned Court may
appoint any person deemed fit
and proper who is ready and
willing to render their services
as a coordinator to ensure that
the proceedings are conducted
in a fair, impartial and
independent manner and
according to the directions
issued by the Court in that
behalf

JOTI JOURNAL - DECEMBER 2020 - PART IV

42



(4) When a Required person is at any of the Remote Points mentioned in
sub rules (3) and video conferencing facilities are not available at
any of these places the concerned court may formally request the
Principal District Judge, in whose jurisdiction the Remote point is
situated to appoint a coordinator for and to provide a video
conferencing facility from proximate place and suitable court premises.

(5) The Coordinator at both court Points and Institutional Remote Points
shall ensure that requirements set out in Rule 4 are complied with, so
that the proceedings are conducted seamlessly.

(6) The coordinator at the Remote Point shall ensure that;

(a) all advocates and/or required persons scheduled to appear in a
particular proceeding are ready at the Remote Point designated
for video conferencing at least 30 minutes before the scheduled
time;

(b) no unauthorized recording device is used;

(c) no unauthorized person enters the video conference room when
the video conference is in progress;

(d) the person being examined is not prompted, tutored, coaxed,
induced or coerced in any manner by any person and that the
person being examined does not refer to any document, script
or device without the permission of the court concerned during
the course of examination.

(7) Where the witness to be examined through video conferencing
requires or if it is otherwise expedient to do so, the Court shall give
sufficient notice in advance, setting out the schedule of video
conferencing and in appropriate cases may transmit non-editable
digital scanned copies of all or any part of the coordinator of the
concerned Remote Point designated in accordance with sub-rule (3).

(8) Before the schedule video conferencing date, the coordinator at the
Court point shall ensure that the coordinator at the Institutional Remote
Point or Remote Point receives certified copies, printouts or a soft
copy of the non-editable scanned copies of all or any part of the
record of proceedings which may be required for recording statements
or evidence, or for reference. However, these shall be permitted to
be used by the Required Person only with the permission of the court.

(9) Where Required person is connected from a place which is not a
Remote Point, or where no coordinator is available at Remote Point,
court shall ensure that Required Person receives all copies as
mentioned in preceding rule.

(10) Whenever require the court shall order the coordinator at the Remote
point or a the Court point to provide-
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(a) atranslator in case the person to be examined is not conversant
with the official language of the court;

(b) an expert in sign languages in case the person to be examined
is impaired in speech and/or hearing;

(c) aninterpreter or a special educator, as the case may be, in case
a person to be examined is differently abled, either temporarily
or permanently;

(d) a person for reading of documents in case the person to be
examined is visually challenged.

CHAPTER 11T
PROCEDURE FOR VIDEO CONFERENCING

6. Application for Appearance, Evidence and Submission by Video
Conferencing.-

(1)

Any party to the proceeding or witness, save and except where
proceedings are initiated at the instance of the court or public
prosecutor, may move a request for video conferencing. A party or
witness seeking a video conferencing proceeding shall do so by
making a request in the form prescribed in schedule II.

In the civil cases, any proposal to move a request to for video
conferencing should first be discussed with the other party or parties
to the proceeding, except where not possible or inappropriate, for
example in cases such as urgent applications. However the court may,
as its discretion, initiate process for hearing or any case through video
conferencing and other modes of audio-visual electronic linkage.

On receipt of such a request and upon hearing all concerned persons
the court will pass an appropriate order after ascertaining that the
application is not filed with an intention to impede a fair trial or to
delay the proceedings.

While allowing a request for video conferencing the Court may also
fix the schedule for convening the video conferencing.

In case the video conferencing event is convened for making oral
submissions, the order may require the advocate or party in person
to submit written arguments and precedents, if any, in advance on
the official email ID of the court concerned.

Costs, if directed to be paid, shall be deposited within the prescribed
time, commencing from the date on which the order convening
proceedings through video conferencing is received.
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7. Service of Summons.-

Summons issued to a witness who is to be examined through video
conferencing, shall mention the date, time and venue of the concerned
Remote Point and shall direct the witness to attend in person alongwith
proof of identity or an affidavit to that effect. Such summons may be served
through electronic means. However, the existing rules regarding service of
summons and the consequences for non-attendance, as provided in the
C.P.C. and Cr.P.C. shall apply with respect to service of summons for
proceedings conducted by video conferencing.

8. Examination of persons through video conferencing and other
modes of audio-visual electronic linkage.-

(1) Any person being examined, including a witness shall before being
examined through video conferencing, produce and submit proof of
identity by submitting and identity document issued or duly recognized
by the Government of India, State Government, Union Territory, or in
the absence of such a document, an affidavit attested by any of the
authorities referred to in section 139 of the C.P.C. or section 297 of
the Cr.P.C. as the case may be. The affidavit will inter alia state that
the person who is shown to be the party to the proceedings or as a
witness, is the same person, who is to depose at the virtual hearing.
A copy of the proof of identity or affidavit, as the case may be, will be
made available to the opposite party:

Provided that in absence of identity proof as required in sub-rule (1)
the identity of the person required to be present or appear shall be
confirmed by the court with the assistance of the co-ordinator at
remote point at the time of proceedings through video conferencing.

(2) The person being examined will ordinarily be examined during the
working hours of the court concerned or at such time as the court
may deem fit. The oath will be administered to the person being
examined by the coordinator at the Court Point.

(3) Where the person being examined or accused to be presented is in
custody, the statement or, as the case may be, the testimony may be
recorded through video conferencing. The court shall provide
adequate opportunity to the under-trial prisoner to consult with their
counsel before and after the video conferencing.

(4) Subject to the provisions for examination of witnesses contained in
the Evidence Act, before the examination of the witness, the
documents, if any, sought to be relied upon shall be transmitted by
the applicant to the witness so that the witness acquires familiarity
with the said documents. The applicant will submit an acknowledgement
with the court in this behalf.
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(5) If a person is examined with reference to a particular document then
the summon to witness must be accompanied by a duly certified
photocopy of the document. The original document should be exhibited
at the Court Point in accordance with the deposition of the concerned
person being examined.

(6) The court would be at liberty to record the demeanour of the person
being examined.

(7) The Court will note the objection raised during the deposition of the
person being examined and rule on them.

(8) The Court shall obtain the signature of the person being examined
on the transcript once the examination is concluded. The signed
transcript will form part of the record of the judicial proceedings. The
signature on the transcript of the person being examined shall be
obtained in either of the following ways.-

(a) |If digital signatures are available at both the concerned Court
Point and Remote Point, the soft copy of the transcript digitally
signed by the presiding judge at the Court Point shall be sent by
the official e-mail to the Remote Point where a print out of the
same will be taken and signed by the person being examined. A
scanned copy of the transcript digitally signed by the coordinator
at the Remote Point would be transmitted by official email of the
Court Point. The hard copy of the signed transcript will be
dispatched after the testimony is over, preferably within three
days by the coordinator at the Remote Point to the Court Point
by recognised courier/registered speed post.

(b) If digital signatures are not available, the printout of the transcript
shall be signed by the presiding Judge and the representative
of the parties, if any, at the Court Point and shall be sent in non-
editable scanned formate to the official email account of the
remote point where a printout of the same will be taken and
signed by the person examined and countersigned by the
Coordinator at the Remote Point. A non-editable scanned formate
of the transcript so signed shall be sent by the Coordinator of
the Remote Point to the official email account of the Court Point
where a print out of the same will be taken and shall be made a
part of the judicial record. The hard copy would also be
dispatched preferably within three days by the Coordinator at
the Remote Point to the Court Point by recognised courier/
registered speed post.

(9) An audio-visual recording of the examination of witnesses shall be
prepared at the Court Point. An encrypted master copy with hash
value shall be retained as a part of the record.
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(10) The court may, at the request of a person to be examined, or on its
own motion, taking into account the best interest of the person to be
examined, direct appropriate measures to protect the privacy of the
person examined bearing in mind aspects such as age, gender,
physical condition and recognized customs and practices.

(11) The coordinator at the Remote Point shall ensure that no person is
present at the Remote Point, save and except the person being
examined and those whose presence is deemed administratively
necessary by the coordinator for the proceedings to continue.

(12) The court may also impose such other conditions as are necessary in
a given set of facts for effective recording of evidence (especially to
ensure compliance with rule 5 (6) (d).

(13) The examination shall as far as practicable, proceed without
interruption or the grant of unnecessary adjournments. However, the
court or the commissioner as the case may be will be at liberty to
determine whether an adjournment should be granted, and if so, on
what terms.

(14) The court shall be guided by the provisions of the C.P.C. and Chapter
XXIIl, Part B of the Cr.P.C., the Evidence Act and the IT Act while
examining a person through video conferencing.

(15) Where a Required person is not capable of reaching the Court Point
or the Institutional Remote Point due to sickness or physical infirmity,
or whose presence cannot be secured without undue delay or
expense, the court may authorize conduct of video conferencing from
the place at which such person is located. In such circumstances the
court may direct the use of portable video conferencing systems.
Authority on this behalf may be given to the concerned coordinator
and/or any person deemed fit by the court.

(a) If the court thinks fit, the required person may be permitted by
the court to connect through video conferencing or other modes
of audio-visual electronic linkage from the place of his residence
or work.

(16) Subject to such orders as the court may pass, in case any party or
person authorized by the party is desirous of being physically present
at the Institutional Remote Point at the time of recording of the
testimony, such party shall make its own arrangement for appearance/
representation at the remote point.

(17) Where the court is of opinion, for the reasons recorded that, without
showing the document(s) evidence of the witness cannot be effectively
recorded, may decline to examine such witness through video
conferencing.
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10.

Exhibiting or showing documents to witness or accused at a Remote
Point.-

If in the course of examination of a person at a Remote Point by video
conferencing, it is necessary to show a document to the person, the Court
may permit the document to be shown in the following manner:

(1)

(2)

if the document is at Court Point, by transmitting a copy or image of
the document to the Remote Point electronically, including by email
and thereafter taking a printout of it at the Remote Point;

if the document is at the Remote Point, by transmitting a copy (not
editable) /image of the same to the Court Point electronically including
by email. The hard copy of the document counter signed by the witness
and the coordinator at the Remote Point shall be dispatched to the
Court Point via authorized courier/registered speed post.

Ensuring seamless video conferencing.-

(1)

(2)

The advocate or Required Person shall address the court by video
conferencing from a specified Remote Point on the date and time
specified in the order issued by the court.

If the proceedings are carried out from any of the remote point(s) (in
situations described in rules 5(3)(a) to 5(3)(i) the Coordinator at such
Remote Point shall ensure compliance of all technical requirements,
However, if the proceedings are conducted from a Remote Point falling
in the situation contemplated under Rules 5 (3)(i) such as an
advocate’s office, the coordinator at the Court Point shall ensure
compliance of all technical requirements for conducting video
conferencing at both the Court Point and the remote point.

The coordinator at the Court Point shall be in contact with the
concerned advocate or the Required Person and guide them in regard
to the fulfiiment of technical and other requirements for executing a
successful hearing through video conferencing. Any problem faced
by such Remote User shall be resolved by the Court Point Coordinator.
The Court Point Coordinator shall inter alia share the link of the video
conferencing hearing with such Remote users.

The coordinator at the Court Point shall ensure that any document or
audio-visual files, emailed by the Remote user, are duly received at
the Court Point.

The coordinator at the Court Point shall also conduct a trial video
conferencing preferably 30 minutes prior to scheduled video
conferencing in order to ensure that all the technical system are in
working condition at both the Court Point and the Remote Point.

At the scheduled time, the coordinator at the Court Point shall connect
the Remote User to the court.
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(7) On completion of the video conferencing proceeding the court shall
mention in the order sheet, the case conducted through video
conferencing.

(8) The court shall also record its satisfaction as to clarity, sound and
connectivity for both Court Users and Remote Users.

(9) On the completion of video conferencing, if a Remote User is of the
opinion that they were prejudiced due to poor video and/or audio
quality, the Remote User shall immediately inform the coordinator at
the Court Point, who shall in turn, communicate this information to
the court without any delay. The court shall consider the grievance
and if it finds substance in the grievance may declare the hearing to
be incomplete and the parties may be asked to re-connect or make a
physical appearance in court.

11. Examination of accused and witnesses.-

(i) The court may, at its discretion, authorize detention (except first judicial
remand and police remand) of an accused, by video conferencing or
other modes of audio-visual electronic linkage.

(2) Save as otherwise provided the court may, for reasons to be
recorded in writing examine a witness or frame the charges in
criminal trail or examine a witness u/s 164 of Cr.P.C. or record
the statement of the accused under section 313 Cr.P.C. through
video conferencing while observing all due precautions to ensure
that the witness or the accused as the case may be is free from
any form of coercion, threat or undue influence.

(3) In plea bargaining matters, on an application from an accused
not previously convicted, the court may in its discretion arrange
a meeting of accused with the victim through video conferencing.
The court may provide an opportunity to the pleaders of
respective parties to participate in the meeting where, after the
meeting, a satisfactory disposal of the case is probable, the court
shall record this fact and may, in its discretion, dispose of the
case on the basis of plea-bargaining, as per law.

CHAPTERI1V
GENERAL PROCEDURE
12. General Procedures.-

(1 The procedures set out hereinafter in this chapter is without prejudice
to the procedure indicated elsewhere in these rules gqua specific
instances in which proceedings are conducted via video conferencing.

(2) The coordinator at the Court Point shall ensure that video conferencing
is conducted only through a Designated Video Conferencing Software.
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However, in the event of a technical glitch, the concerned court may
for reasons to be recorded permit the use of a software other than
the Designated Video Conferencing Software for video conferencing
in that particular proceeding.

The identity of the person to be examined shall be confirmed by the
court with the assistance of the coordinator at the Institutional Remote
Point in accordance with Rule 8(1) at the time of recording of the
evidence and the same must be reflected in the order sheet of the
court.

In civil cases, parties requesting for recording statements of the person
to be examined by video conferencing shall confirm to the court, the
location of the person, the willingness of such person to be examined
through video conferencing and the availability of technical facilities
for video conferencing at the agreed upon time and place.

In criminal cases, where the person to be examined is a prosecution
witness or a court witness or a person is to make submission for
prosecution or where a person to be examined is a defence witness
or a person is to make submission for defence, the counsel for the
prosecution or defence counsel or the accused, as the case may be
shall confirm to the court the location of the person, willingness to be
examined by video conferencing and the time, place and technical
facility for such video conferencing.

In case the person to be examined or appeared is an accused, the
prosecution/defence counsel will confirm the location of the accused
at the Remote Point.

If the accused is in custody and not present at the Court Point, the
court will order a multi-point video conference between itself, the
witness and the accused in custody to facilitate recording of the
statement of the witness (including medical or other expert). The Court
shall ensure that the defence of the accused is not prejudiced in any
manner and that the safeguards contained in Rule 8(3) are observed.

Whenever required, the coordinator at the Remote Point shall be paid
such amount as honorarium as may be directed by the court in
consultation with the parties.

13. Costs of Video Conferencing.-

In the absence of rules prescribed by the concerned court, the court may
take into consideration following circumstances when determining and/or
apportioning the costs of video conferencing :

(1)

In criminal cases, the expenses of the video conferencing facility
including expenses involved in preparing soft copies/certified copies
of the court record and transmitting the same to the coordinator at
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the Remote Point, and the fee payable to translator/interpreter/special
educator, as the case may be, as also the fee payable to the
coordinator at the Remote Point, shall be borne by such party as
directed by the Court.

In civil cases, generally, the party making the request for recording
evidence, through video conferencing shall bear the expenses.

Besides the above, The court may also make an order as to expenses
as it considers appropriate, taking into account rules/instructions
regarding payment of expenses to the complainant and witnesses, as
may be prevalent from time to time.

It shall be open to the Court to waive the costs as warranted in a
given situation.

14. Conduct of Proceedings.-

(1)

All advocates, Required Persons, the party in person and/or any other
person permitted by the Court to remain physically or virtually present
(hereinafter collectively referred to as participants) shall be abide by
the requirement set out in Schedule-I.

Before the commencement of video conferencing all participants, shall
have their presence recorded. However, in case a participants is
desirous that their face or name be masked, information to that effect
will be furnished to the Court Point Coordinator prior to the
commencement of the proceeding.

The Court Point Coordinator shall send the link/meeting ID/Room
Details via the email id/mobile number furnished by the advocate or
Required Person or other participant permitted to be virtually present
by the Court. Once the proceeding have commenced, no other persons
will be permitted to participate in the virtual hearing, save and except
with the permission of the court.

the participants, after joining the hearing shall remain in the virtual
lobby if available, until they are admitted to virtual hearing by the
coordinator at the Court Point.

Participation in the proceedings shall constitute consent by the
participants to the proceedings being recorded by video conferencing.

Establishment and disconnection of links between the Court Point and
the Remote Point would be regulated by orders of the court.

The court shall satisfy itself that the advocate, Required person or
any other participant that the court deems necessary at the Remote
Point or the Court Point can be seen and heard clearly and can clearly
see and hear the court.
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16.

17.

(8) To ensure that video conferencing is conducted seamlessly, the
difficulties, if any, experienced in connectivity must be brought to the
notice of the court at the earliest on the official email address and
mobile number of the Court Point coordinator which has been furnished
to the participant before the commencement of the virtual hearing.
No complaint shall be entertained subsequently.

(9) Wherever any proceeding is carried out by the court under these
rules by taking recourse to video conferencing, this shall specifically
be mentioned in the order sheet.

Access to Legal Aid Clinics/Camps/Lok Adalats/Jails Adalats.-

(1) In conformity with the provisions of the legal Services Authorities Act,
1987 and the laws in force, in proceedings related to Legal Aid Clinics,
Camps, Lok Adalats or Jail Adalats, any person who at the Remote
Point is in Jail or prison shall examined by the Chairman/Secretary of
the District legal Service Authority or Taluka Legal Service Committee
or Members of Lok Adalats before passing any award or orders in
accordance with law.

(2) Such award or order shall have the same force as if it was passed by
the regular Lok Adalat or Jail Adalat.

(3) Copy of the award or order and the record of proceeding shall be
sent to the Remote Point.

Third Parties to the case.-

(1) Third parties will be allowed to remain present during video
conferencing upon a specific order being issued by the concerned
court. Each court shall be guided by such general or special orders
made in that regard by the Chief Justice of the High Court in exercise
of their administrative jurisdiction.

(2) Where, for any reason, a person unconnected with the case is present
at the Remote Point, that person shall be identified by the coordinator
at the remote Point at the start of the proceedings and the purpose of
the presence of that person shall be conveyed to the court. Such a
person shall continue to remain present only if ordered so by the
court.

CHAPTERYV
MISCELLANEOUS

Power to Relax.-

The Chief Justice may, if satisfied that the operation of any rule is causing
undue hardship, by an order dispense with or relax the requirements of
the rule to such extent and subject to such conditions, as may be stipulated
to deal with the case in a just and equitable manner.
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19.

Repeal and Savings.-

The District Court of Madhya Pradesh Video Conferencing Rules, 2018
and guidelines, if any, corresponding to these Rules, in force immediately
before the commencement of these rules are hereby repealed:

Provided that any order made or action taken under the rules so repealed
shall be deemed to have been made or taken under the corresponding
provisions of these rules.

Residual Provisions.-

Matters with respect to which no express provision has been made in these
rules, shall be decided by the court consistent with principle of furthering
the interest of justice.

SCHEDULE-I

All participants shall wear sober attire consistent with the dignity of the
proceedings. Advocates shall be appropriately dressed in professional attire
prescribed under the Advocates Act, 1961. Police officials shall appear in
the uniform prescribed for police officials under the relevant statute or
orders. The attire for judicial officers and court staff will be as specified in
the relevant rules prescribed in that behalf by the High Court. The decision
of the Presiding Judge or officer as to the dress code will be final.

The case will be called out and appearances shall be recorded on the
direction of the court.

Every participant shall adhere to the courtesies and protocol thet arc
followed in the physical court. Judges will be addressed as “Madam/Sir” or
“Your Honour”. Official will be addressed by their designation such as
“Reader /Execution Clerk/Court Master/Stenographer/Deposition Writer”.
Advocates will be addressed as “Learned Counsel/Senior Counsel”.

Advocates, Required Persons, parties in person and other participants
shall keep their microphones muted till such time as they are called upon
to make submissions.

Remote Users shall ensure that their devices are free from malware.

Remote Users and the Coordinator at the Remote Point shall ensure that
the Remote Point is situated in a quiet location, is properly secured and
has sufficient internet coverage. Any unwarranted disturbance caused
during video conferencing may, if the presiding Judge so directs, render
the proceedings non-est.

All participants’ cell phones shall remain switched off or in air plane mode
during the proceedings.

All participants should endeavour to look into the camera, remain attentive
and not engage in any other activity during the course of the proceedings.
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SCHEDULE-II
Request form for Video Conference

Case Number/CNR Number (if any)

Cause Title

Proposed Date of Conference (DD/MM/YYYY)

Location of the Court Point (s):

Location of the Remote Point (s):

Name & Designation of the Participants at the Remote Point:

Reasons for Video Conferencing:
In the matter of:

8.  Nature of Proceedings: Final Hearing[ |Interim Hearing[ |
e —

| have read and understood the provisions of Rules for Video
Conferencing for courts (hyperlink). | undertake to remain bound by
the same to the extend applicable to me. | agree to pay video
conferencing charges, if so directed by the Court.

NookswDd =~

Signature of the applicant/authorised signatory:
Date

For use of Court Point Coordinator

A) Name of the Court :

B) Hearing :

Held on (DD/MM/YYYY)
Commencement Time:

End Time :

Number of hours :

C) Costs :

Overseas transmission charges if any :
To be incurred by Applicant/Respondent :
To be shared equally :

Waived; as ordered by the Court :

Signature of the authorised Officer :
Date

REGISTRAR GENERAL
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